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PREFACE 


Nimbarka’s commentary on the Brahma-Sütras known as the 
Vedànta-Párijàta-Saurabha, and that of his immediate disciple 
Srinivasa styled the Vedainta-Kaustubha are the chief works of the 
school of philosophy associated with the name of Nimbarka. The 
latter is not, however, a mere commentary on the former, as is some- 
times wrongly supposed, but a full exposition of the views expressed 
in the Vedanta-Parijata-Saurabha which is very terse and concise and 
is not always clear. Both the treatises are therefore essential for the 
proper understanding of the doctrine of Nimbarka. 

Hitherto no translation of either of these works was available in 
the English language, and the task was undertaken by Dr. Roma 
Bose (Chaudhuri) at the suggestion of Prof. F. W. Thomas, Boden 
Professor of Sanskrit in the University of Oxford, under whose super- 
vision it was carried out during 1934-1936, as part of the thesis for 
the Degree of D.Phil. of that University. 

This authoritative English Edition of the Vedanta-Parijata- 
Saurabha has been prepared after carefully comparing the manuscripts 
Nos. E164, 2480, 2481 and 3273 of the India Office Library and the 
printed Sanskrit texts of the Kasi, Brindában and Chowkhàmbà 
Series. The translation of the Vedanta-Kaustubha was based on the 
Sanskrit texts of the Kasi and Brindában editions. Differences of 
readings of the various manuscripts and printed texts of both the 
treatises have been noted in the footnotes. 

Asis well-known the doctrineof Advaita, as developed by Samkara, 
was the earliest of the Ved&ntic systems, and in the great efflorescence 
of philosophic thought in India during the 9th-16th centuries, various 
schools of thought arose, mostly as protests against the extreme 
views held by the Advaita school. There is no doubt that by reason 
of its great metaphysical appeal and the rigid application of logical 
canons, Samkara’s Advaita-vada exercised the most profound influence 
on Indian thought and marked him out as the greatest philosophical 
genius born in tbis country. His insistence, however, on the sole 
reality of ‘Abheda’ or non-difference and the unreality of Bheda or 
difference evoked strong reactions, the foremost of which was the 
Visistadvaita-vada of Rámünuja, whose importance was only second 
to that of Samkara. According to him the reality is not an abstract 


vi PREFAOE 


concept in the Samkarite sense in which the non-difference completely 
loses its identity, but is a synthetic unity of both—the relation between 
the two being that of the substance-attribute. That is, the attribute 
is different from the substance in the sense that it inheres in it though 
the latter cannot be equated with any particular attribute and is not 
a mere assemblage of them all, but is something over and above. In 
other words, the substance and the attribute, or the unity and plurality 
are both real and form an organic whole, and the relation between 
them is the relation of non-difference, and not of absolute identity. 
Raémanuja’s doctrine is hence known as Visistédvaita-vada or qualified 
monism as against the absolutism of Samkara. 

Srikantha, who followed Ràmànuja, agreed that the relation 
between the Brahman and the Universe was that of non-difference, but 
while the latter identified Brahman with Vignu, according to Srikantha 
it was Siva. His theory is therefore called Visista-Sivadvaita-vada. 

The school of Bhaskara holds that both the unity and plurality are 
real. The relation between the two is one of difference—non-difference 
during the effected state of Brahman, i.e. during the cosmic existence 
and creation, but one of complete identity during the causal state of 
Brahman, i.e. during salvation and dissolution. In other words, the 
individual Soul or Jiva, during the state of Samsara, is different from 
Brahman due to the presence of the Upadhis (limiting adjuncts) 
such as the body, the sense organs, etc., but when these are not present 
and it is Mükta, the Jiva becomes absolutely identical with Brahman 
of which it is only the effect. Similarly, the world is both different 
and non-different from Brahman during creation, but identical with 
Him in Pralaya (dissolution). Hence Bhaskara’s view is known as 

‘ Aupadhika-Bhedaibheda-vada’, i.e. the Bhedübheda relation between 
Brahman and the Universe is only Aupddhika or due to the limiting 
adjuncts only and therefore lasts as long as these adjuncts last. But 
when the Samsara is over and the Upàdhis are no more, there is no 
longer any Bhedàbheda between Brahman and the Universe, the former 
alone becomes the reality and no separate soul or matter can then 
exist. 

Baladeva's school also admitted the reality of both the unity 
and plurality. In a sense, both the Jiva and the Jagat are different 
from Brahman but in another they are non-different as effects of 
Brahman. This relation of difference-non-difference is transcendental 
and cannot be comprehended by reason and must be accepted on the 
authority of the Scriptures (revelation). His doctrine goes, therefore, 


PREFAOE vii 


under the name of 'Acintya-Bhedabheda-vàda', i.e. the Bheddbheda 
relation of Brahman and the Universe is Acintya or incomprehensible 
by reason. 

The doctrine of Nimbarka, which developed in the atmosphere of 
general reaction against Samkara’s Advaitism, shared the views of the 
above schools in their insistence on the reality of the Many. According 
to Nimbarka, Brahman and Jiva-Jagat are equally real as was also 
held by Ràmànuja, but the difference between them is not superseded 
by non-difference as the latter supposed. In fact, the difference 
between the two is just as significant as their non-difference. While 
it is true, as Ramanuja thought, that the Jiva-Jagat or the entire 
universe inheres in the unity of Brahman as an organic whole and as 
such can lay no claim to separate existence, yet as the effect is different 
from the cause, in the same sense is the Many different from the One, 
and their difference is as fundamental as their non-difference. 
Nimbàrka's system has therefore been called the Svábhavika- Bhedá- 
bheda-vdda in which the relation between Brahman and the Jiva-Jagat 
is regarded as one of eternal difference-non-difference during Samsara 
or the cosmic existence as well as Pralaya or dissolution, and not 
only during the former state as Bhaskara thought. According to his 
view even the freed Soul (Mükta-Jivatman) is both different and non- 
different from Brahman and even in Pralaya does the Jagat inhere in 
Brahman as a distinct entity. 

In her English rendering of the Vedanta-Parijata-Saurabha and 
Vedanta-Kaustubha, Dr. Bose has not only given Nimbarka’s 
reading and interpretation of each Sütra, but has compared them with 
those of Samkara, Ràmaànuja, Srikantha, Bhàskara and Baladeva 
belonging to the antagonistic and allied schools of the Vedanta 
Philosophy. Differences from the religious and ethical grounds have 
not either been ignored. "The present work therefore is not to be 
considered as a mere translation, but it gives also reviews of the main 
tenets of the post-Samkara theistic schools which arose in opposition 
to Advaita-Vedüntism, though the full philosophical exposition of 
Nimbarka’s doctrine and the comparative study of the development of 
Indian thought during this period has been discussed by her in a 
separate work which will form the third and concluding volume 
of this series. 

The work consists of four chapters. In Chapter I 
(Samanvayddhydya), it is sought to establish that Brahman is the sole 
subject of all Scriptures. The nature of Brahman, His attributes and 
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the sources of our knowledge of Him are discussed in this chapter. In 
Chapter II (Avirodhddhydya), Nimbarka first refutes the rival views 
of Samkhya-Yoga, Nyàya-Vai$esika, Buddhism, Jainism, Saivaism 
and Saktaism, and considers the problems of Jiva and Jagat, their 
natures and attributes and the manner in which they are related to 
Brahman. These two chapters are purely metaphysical and supply 
the philosophical foundations of the doctrine of Nimbarka. The 
remaining ones are chiefly of devotional and ethical interests. In 
Chapter III (Sddhanddhydya), for example, the means of attaining 
Moksa (salvation), the nature and importance of meditations as 
mentioned in the Upanishads are discussed. In Chapter IV 
(Phaladdhydya), Nimbarka gives his views on Moksa, the fruit and the 
conditions of the Mükta (released) Jivàtman or soul, etc. According 
to him Moksa or salvation implies two conditions, namely, the attain- 
ment of qualities and nature similar to Brahman (Brahma-Svarüpa- 
làbha), and the full development of one's own individuality (Atma- 
Svarüpa-làbha). This full development means the complete manifesta- 
tion of one’s real nature as consciousness (Jfidna-Svariipa) and bliss 
(Ananda), untainted and unimpeded by matter which screens it during 
Samsüra, and deceives it into believing that it is self-sufficient and 
independent of Brahman. When, however, Moksa is attained, it is 
realized that it is dependent on Brahman as His organic part and in 
that sense non-different from Him. It implies the destruction of 
narrow egoity, but not the annihilation of individuality as is the goal 
of the Advaita school. Nimbürka's ideas on Moksa or salvation 
therefore are the logical outcome of his theistic mind which seeks to 
find a place for the devotional soul without completely merging it in 
Brahman. 

The first two chapters containing the metaphysical portion of the 
work is now issued as Volume I consisting of 474 pages. Volume II 
wil comprise the remaining two chapters and indexes for both the 
volumes. The latter is expected also to be published during this year. 


B. S. GUHA, 


29th February, 1940. General Secretary, 
Royal Asiatic Society of Bengal. 


FIRST CHAPTER (Adhyàya) 
FIRST QUARTER (Pda) 


Adhikarana 1: The section entitled ‘Enquiry’. 
(Sütra 1) i 
SUTRA 1 


‘‘ THEN, THEREFORE, AN ENQUIRY INTO BRAHMAN.” 
THE EXPLANATION OF THE BRAHMA-SÜTRAS ENTITLED VEDANTA- 
PARIJATA-SAURABHA, COMPOSED BY THE REVEREND NIMBARKA. 


An enquiry is to be instituted, at all times, into the Highest 
Person,—Rama’s Husband, denoted by the term '' Brahman ”, the 
greatest of all because of His infinite, inconceivable and innate 
nature, qualities, powers and so on,—by one who has studied the 
Veda with its six parts!; who has been assailed with doubt, 
arising from texts which teach? that the fruits of works are both 
transitory and eternal? ; who has, for that very reason, enquired into 
the science which is concerned with the consideration of religious 
duties, * and has, thereby, gained the knowledge determined therein 5 
regarding works, their kinds and their fruits ; in whom, as a conse- 
quence, there arisen & disregard (for worldly objects), that is the 
result of a discrimination between the finitude and eternity of the 


1 The six parts are:—(a) Sitkgd or the science of proper articulation and 
pronunciation, comprising the knowledge of letters, accents, quantity, the use 
of the organs of pronunciation, and phonetics generally, but especially the laws 
of euphony peculiar to the Veda; (b) Chandahs or treatises on metre; 
(c) Vydkarana or treatises on grammar; (d) Nirukta or treatises on the 
explanation of difficult words; (e) Jyotiga or treatises on astronomy; and 
(f) Kalpa or treatises on ceremonials. The first and second of these Vedángas 
are said to be intended to secure the correct recitation of the Veda, the third 
and fourth the understanding of it, the fifth and sixth its proper employment 
at sacrifice. M.W., p. 1016. 

2 Prakrstena karoti iti prakaranam, tad-vad vákyam. 

3 I.e. Whose mind is assailed with doubt owing to the contradictory 
teachings regarding the fruits of works, some texts declaring that the fruits 
of works are transitory, while others declaring that they are eternal. Cf. 
V.K., 1.1.1. 

* I.e. the Pürva-mimámesá. 

5 I.e. the Pürva-mimámed. 
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fruits of the knowledge of works and Brahman respectively, the 
former being surpassable, the latter non-surpassable!; who wishes 
for the grace of the Lord ; who is covetous of having a vision of 
Him; to whom the spiritual preceptor is the only God; who has 
whole-hearted devotion for the holy spiritual teacher; and who is 
desirous of final release—this is the sense of the introductory text. 


The commentary entitled ‘Vedinta-kaustubha’, composed by 
the reverend teacher Srinivasa. 


Panegyric 


1. I worship the holy Swan 2, Sanaka and others $, the Divine Sage 4, 
and Nimbabhaskara 5: May a devotion for Lord Krsna 
arise in us through their grace. 

2. I bow down to the feet of Lord Krsna, in reference to whom 
alone the mass of scriptural texts does not come 
into mutual conflict, whom those who are engaged in 
meditation and Yoga obtain, and who is to be worshipped 
constantly by Varuna and Indra with mind and speech. 


Finding that the people on earth were being deluded by various 
sorts of false arguments, Lord Vasudeva, the Highest Person, the 
Lord of all, and the one identical material and efficient cause of the 
entire universe, assumed the form of the son of Pará$ara ® and com- 
posed the Vedànta-treatise, called the ‘Sariraka-mimamsa '7, with a 


REET RESIN Nm 


1 T.e. in whose mind has arisen a disgust for all worldly pursuits and objects, 
since he has apprehended the great distinction between the fruits of works, 
viz. ordinary worldly objects and heaven, and the fruit of the knowledge 
Brahman, viz. salvation. Even heaven has an end, but not so salvation, and 
even heaven is not the highest end, but salvation is. See V.K. 1.1.1. 

3 The Swan Incarnation of Brahmáà is supposed to be the Founder of the 
sect of Nimbdrka. 

8 The Four Kumdras, Sanaka and others, the second spiritual teachers of 
the sect. 

4 I.e. Narada, supposed to be the third spiritual teacher of the sect and 
the immediate guru of Nimbdarka. 

5 I.e. Nimbárka. 

9 Pardéara is supposed to be the father of Vydsa, the reputed author of 
the Brahma-sütrae. 

? There is difference of opinion as to why the Veddnta-sütras or the 
Brahma-sütras are called the * Süriraka-mimámsá'. According to the Ratna- 
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view to augmenting in the people knowledge and devotion regard- 
ing Himself and establishing the Highest Brahman in a manner 
beyond doubt. Then, the supremely merciful reverend Nimbarka, 
the founder of the sect of the reverend Sanatkumara, composed a 
commentary, very difficult to understand, called the 'Vedànta-pàri- 
jata-saurabha’ (Fragrance of the Heavenly Flower of the Vedanta), 
as an explanation of the. texts of the Sàriraka-mimàmsà. Then, 
again, through his command, and with a view to benefiting the 
wise, the ‘Vedanta-kaustubha’ (Gem of the Vedanta), which is easy, 
concise and explains the sense of the ‘ Vedànta-pàrijáta-saurabha', is 
being composed by me, his disciple, following the path recommended 
by him and wishing to obtain his favour. 


If it be argued : our purpose being served through an enquiry 
into religious duties simply, what is the use of an enquiry into Brah- 
man (—we reply: since religious duties yield non-permanent fruits, 
an enquiry into Him is to be undertaken for the sake of obtaining 
unsurpassed and infinite bliss. 

Here the word ''then" implies ‘succession’, and not any other 
sense, there being no previous distinct mention. It cannot be said 
that in conformity with the statement, viz. ' The word “om” and the 
word “atha " formerly issued forth from the throat of Brahman, and 
hence both are auspicious’, (the word ''atha") here indicates aus- 
piciousness,—because this treatise being auspicious by itself in sound 
as well as in meaning, does not await any other auspiciousness; 
because good luck is obtained through the mere hearing of it ; and 
because in the very same way, the other meanings of the term 
“then”, viz. special prerogative and the rest! are not appropriate 
here. Moreover, a word, pronounced with one particular serise in 
view, should not be employed in any other sense. Here the intended 
sense is ‘succession’, since the word “ therefore" refers to something 


prabhà commentary on S.B., they are so called because they treat of the 
Brahman-hood of the embodied soul. (‘ S@rirako jivas tasya Brahmatva vicáro 
mimümsád.' P. 64, Kasi ed., Part I.) 

According to Baladeva, however, Brahman is '4árira' or embodied 
since Scripture declares that the whole universe is the body of the Lord. 
Hence the Vedánta-sütras are called the ‘ SGriraka-mimamsd’, because they 
deal with Brahman, the édrira (the embodied). G.B. 1.1.12. 

1 For the different meanings of the term *atha' vide A.K., p. 311, line 8. 
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previous. Hence, the word “then” has the sense of ‘succession’ 
only; the word “‘ therefore ” implies the reason. 

The reality which is obtainable by one who is devoted to the 
sound-Brahman,—in accordance with the following and other 
scriptural and Smrti texts, viz. “He who does not know the Veda 
does not know Him, the Great’, ‘ There are two Brahmans to be 
known, the sound-Brahman and what is Higher. Those who know 
the sound-Brahman go to the Higher Brahman’. (Maitri 6.22),— 
and which is possessed of the characteristics to be mentioned here- 
after, is the object denoted by the term ‘Brahman’. The word 
“ enquiry " denotes a desire for the knowledge of the desired Brahman. 

Although the supplial of the verb (in the indicative mood, viz. 
‘arises ’) is appropriate here thus: “Then”, i.e. afterwards, '' there- 
fore”, i.e. for this reason, an ‘‘ enquiry into Brahman " arises, it being 
possible for people with insight to have a spontaneous desire for 
enquiring into a particular object (viz. Brahman) (without being 
definitely told or enjoined by Scripture to do so), yet in concordance 
with the text: ‘ O , the self verily is to be seen, to be heard, to be 
thought, to be meditated on, it is to be enquired into’ (Brh. 2.4.5; 
4.5.6), we must understand here a grammatical concordance with a 
word implying injunction, viz. ‘should arise'.! In accordance with 
the scriptural text: ‘Desiring for release, one should see the self 
in the self alone’ (Brh. 4.4.23), the words ‘one who desires for 
release’ in the instrumental case, are implied here—such is the 
construction of the words (in the sūtra) 2. 

Here the term “ then ”, implying ‘succession’, means: After the 
knowledge regarding the nature of religious duties, the means 
thereto, the mode of performing them and their fruits—which form 
the subject of the enquiry into religious duties.? Thus, having 
studied the Veda with its parts,4—being first properly 


1 That is, we can of course make the sūtra complete thus : 'Then, there- 
fore, an enquiry into Brahman (arises)’, but it is better to complete it thus: 
"Then, therefore, an enquiry into Brahman (should arise)’, and make the sūtra 
an injunction and not a plain statement. 

2 Thus, the entire sūtra really means: '(Mumukgund) atháto Brahma- 
jüfidsá (kartavyd)', or ‘(By one who desires salvation) then, therefore, an 
enquiry into Brahman (should be made)’. 

3 I.e. the Pürva-mimàmsá. 

4 See footnote (1), p. 1. 
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initiated, as enjoined by the text ‘One’s own scripture should be 
studied’! ; having found, in a general way, the texts which are mutual- 
ly contradictory, some depicting the non-permanence and others 
the permanence of the fruits of works thus : ‘Undecaying, indeed, 
is the good deed of one who performs the Càtur-màasya ? sacrifices’ 
(Ap.S.S. 8.1.13), ‘We have drunk the soma-juice, we have become 
immortal’ (Rg. V. 8.48.3 4), ‘Where there would be no heat, no cold, 
no weakness, no opponents’ and so on 5, and, ‘Just as here the world, 
obtained through merit perish' (Chànd. 8.6.1), "That (work) of his 
has an end’ (Brh. 3.8.10) ‘The permanent, verily, cannot be 
obtained through the non-permanent (Katha 1.2.10), ‘ What is not 
made is not (obtained) through what is made’ (Mund. 1.2.12), ‘Frail, 
indeed, are these boats of sacrifices’ (Mund. 1.2.7), and so on; 9 being 
thereby assailed with doubt; and unable to determine (the exact 
nature of the fruits of works) in particular, ono, with a view to re- 
moving it (viz. the doubt), proceeds to make an enquiry into religious 
duties, and having, through such an enquiry, determined properly 
the nature of works, the mode of performing them and their fruits, 
one comes to have such a knowledge,—after that, this is the sense.’ 
The word ‘“‘ therefore" means ‘because of the reason’. That is, 
the enquiry into Brahman should be undertaken, because the fruit 
of works are ascertained to be finite and surpassable from the scriptural 
passage : ‘Just as here the world acquired by work perishes, so 
exactly hereafter, the world acquired by merit perishes’ (Chand. 8.1.6), 
and from the Smrti passage: ‘ ‘‘ The worlds beginning with the world of 
Brahmà come and go, O Arjuna"' (Gita 8.16); secondly, because 
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1 A similar passage is found in Tait. Ar. 2.15, p. 153. 

2 Name of the three sacrifices performed at the beginning of the three 
seasons of four months. Vide Ved. In., p. 259, vol. 1. 

3 P. 1, vol. 1. 

4 P. 139, line 3. 

. 5 These texts denote the permanence of the fruits of work. 

6 These texts denote the non-permanence of the fruits of works. 

? That is, first a man studies (a) the Veda and finds mutually contra- 
dictory statements about the fruits of works. (b) This leads him to study 
the Pürva-mimáed, with a view to learning the real nature of works and their 
fruits, and he finds that the fruits of works are not everlasting. (c) This leads 
him to study the Vedánta, with a view to attaining what is permanent, viz. 
salvation. Hence the term ‘atha’ means that the Veddnta is to be studied 
after the study of the Veda and the Péürva-mimámsa. 
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that the knowledge of Brahman has a fruit which is unsurpassed 
and endless is ascertained from the following scriptural and Smrti 
passages: ‘Knowing him alone, one surpasses death, there is no 
other road to salvation’ (Svet. 3.8.), ‘ When men will roll up the sky 
like a piece of leather, then there will be an end of misery, (even) 
without knowing the Deity '! (Svet. 6.20) 'Knowing the Deity, 
they are free from all fetters' (Svet. 1.8; 2.15), ‘He who, having 
searched the self, knows it, attains all the worlds and all objects of 
desires’ (Chand. 8.7.1.3), ‘The person, of the size of a thumb only, 
abides in the self’ (Katha 4.12), ‘Knowing him one surpasses death, 
there is no other path to salvation ', *** Many people, purified by the 
penance of knowledge, have come to be of my nature '' ' (Gita 4.10), 
‘He who possesses knowledge attains me’ (Gita 7.19), * ** Knowing me 
one attains peace ’’ ' (Gita 5.20) and so on; and, finally, because we find 
that one who is unacquainted with the self has been censured in 
Scripture as a wretched fellow and a self-killer, in the passages : 
‘Verily he who, O Gargi, departs from this world, without knowing 
this Imperishable, is a vile and wretched creature’ (Brh. 3.18.10) ; 
‘Those worlds are said to be sunless, surrounded by blind darkness. 
To them they go, after death, whosoever are destroyers of the self.’ 
(144. 3) and so on.? 

Anticipating the question: By whom (is this enquiry to be 
undertaken) ? (we reply) : By one, who has grown indifferent to the 
fruits of works and so on because of those reasons (stated above); 
who, on hearing that the direct vision of the Lord is the special cause 
of salvation, has come to be seized with a strong inclination to have such 
a direct vision, which inclination is generated by proper discrimination, 
itself generated through it (viz. hearing); who is desirous of the grace of 
the Highest Person alone; who looks upon the spiritual preceptor as the 
only God ; who has approached the spiritual teacher ; who has whole- 
hearted devotion for the spiritual teacher ; and who is desirous of final 


1 I.e. When the impossible will be possible, the sense being that the 
knowledge of Brahman is the only means of putting &n end to miseries. 

2 That is, the enquiry into Brahman is to be undertaken because of three 
reasons, viz.: (1) because the fruits of works are not lasting and unsurpassed, 
(2) because the knowledge of Brahman leads to infinite bliss, i.e. selvation, 
and (3) because those who do not know Brahman, thoir self, are censured as 
worthless creatures. The word ''atah"' (=therefore) in the siéra implies these 
three reasons. 
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release,—such is the construction,—in accordance with the following 
scriptural passages: viz. ‘Having examined the worlds acquired by 
work, let a Bráhmana be indifferent to them’ (Mund. 1.2.12), ‘When the 
seer sees the golden-coloured Creator, the Lord, the Person, the 
source of Brahmà, the wise man, having discarded merit and 
demerit, and stainless, attains supreme identity' (Mund. 3.1.3), 
*When he sees the other, the Lord who is propitious and His great- 
ness, he comes to be freed from sorrow’ (Mund. 3.1.2; Svet. 4.7), 
*Thinking itself and the Mover as different, then favoured by Him, 
it goes to immortality’ (Svet. 1.6), ‘The knot of the heart is broken, 
all doubts are solved and his works perish, when He, who is high and 
low, is seen’ (Mund. 2.2.8), ‘He can be obtained by him alone whom 
He chooses. To him this self reveals its own form’ (Katha 2.23), 
“One who has come to be freed from sorrow sees Him who is without 
active will and His greatness, through the grace of the Lord’ 
(Svet. 3.20), ‘For the sake of this knowledge, let him, with fuel in 
hand, approach the teacher alone, who is versed in Scripture, and 
devoted to Brahman. To him, who has approached him, whose 
mind is completely calm, and who is endowed with tranquillity, the 
wise teacher truly told that knowledge of Brahman, through which 
he knows the Imperishable, the Person, the True’ (Mund. 1.2.12-13), 
‘Be one to whom the preceptor is a God’ (Tait. 1.11), ‘To one who 
has the highest devotion for the Lord, as for God so for his teacher, 
to that great-souled one these matters which have been declared 
become manifest’ (Svet. 0.23). 

enquiry concerning Brahman!! The genitive case: ‘concerning 
Brahman’? expresses the object, in accordance with the rule ‘The 
subject and the object (take the genitive case) when they are used 
along with a word ending with a krt-affix’ (Pan. 2.3.65, SD.K. 623).? 
“The enquiry concerning Brahman’ is a compound with the object- 
genitive,* in accordance with the rule ‘The genitive is compounded, 
when used along with a word ending with the krt-affix (and the 
compound comes under the category of the Sasthi-tat-purusga)’ 
(K.V.S. 1317, quoted in SD.K. 703).5 


1 Brahmano jufided. 2 Brahmanah. 
3 P. 452, vol. 1. 
* Le. a genitive denoting an object. 5 P. 496, vol. 1. 
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Brahman is none but Lord Krsena, the substratum of in- 
conceivable, infinite, unsurpassed, natural and greatest nature and 
qualities and so on, omniscient, omnipotent, the Lord of all, the 
cause of all, without an equal or a superior, all-pervading, and the 
one topic of all the Vedas, as known from the following scriptural 
and Smrti passages, viz.: ‘He grows and causes to grow, hence 
He is called the supreme Brahman’, * Who is omniscient, all-knowing’ 
(Mund. 1.1.9; 2.2.7), ‘Supreme is his power, declared to be of various 
kinds, and natural is the operation of his knowledge and strength’ 
(Svet. 6.8), ‘This is the Lord of all’ (Brh. 4.4.22), ‘Him, the supreme 
and great Lord among the lords; Him, the great God among the gods’ 
(Svet. 6.7), ‘He has no work or organ, nothing is seen to be equal 
or superior to Him’ (Svet. 6.8), ‘The Lord of matter and soul, the 
Lord of the attributes’ (Svet. 6.16), ‘The One God is hidden in all 
beings, all-pervading, and the inner soul of all beings’ (Svet. 6.1.1), 
‘Krsna alone alone is the Supreme Deity. Let one meditate on 
Him’ (G.P.T.1), ** I am the source of all, everything originates from 
me ” ’ (Gita 10.8), * “ There is nothing else higher than me, O Dhanaf- 
jaya "' (Gita 7.7), * * I alone am to be known through all the Vedas” ' 
(Gità 15.15) and so on. (This explains the term “ Brahman’’.) 

(Now, the explanation of the term “‘jijñāsā”:) Knowledge 
with regard to Him (viz. such Brahman) alone, ie. the desire with 
regard to the knowledge of one so desired (viz. Brahman),—this is 
the sense. Scripture declares this in the Brhadaranyaka passage: 
*O, the self is to be seen, to be heard, to be thought, to be meditated 
on’ (Brh. 2.4.5; 4.5.6), as well as in the Chandogya passage: ' But 
the Plenty alone is to be enquired into' (Chànd. 7.23.1) In the 
passage: ‘O Maitreyi, the self is to be seen’ the suffix 'tavya' has the 
sense of ‘fitness’ simply, in accordance with the aphorism ‘The 
suffixes “krt” and "trc" are used in the sense of fitness’ (Pan. 3.3.1609; 
SD.K. 2822 2), because the direct vision of Brahman is not something 
to be enjoined,’ it being established to be the intimate and inner 
means to salvation by the following texts:—'The knot of the heart 
is broken, all doubts are solved and his works perish, when the soul, 


1 P. 206. 2 P. 569. 

3 That is, the above quotation simply means that the Self (Brahman) is 
fit or worthy to be seen, and not that the Self should be seen,—no injunction 
here with regard to seeing. See p. 9, footnote 4. 
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the Lord! is seen’ (Mund. 2.2.8), ‘Stainless, he attains a supreme 
identity’ (Mund. 3.1.3), ‘When he sees his glory, he becomes freed 
from grief’ (Mund. 3.1.2; Svet. 4.7), * Then knowing me in truth, 
he forthwith enters into that’’’ (Gita 18.55), and so on. Thus, with 
a view to having an access to ‘seeing ’,2—which is known from another 
text, which consists in & direct vision of the Lord, and which is the 
unique means to salvation,—it is * meditation ',3—which is an intimate 
and inner means to it (viz. ‘seeing’),—that is enjoined here. By 
the term ‘knowledge’, the reverend Bàdaràyana designated, in the 
aphorisms, the very same thing (viz. meditation), which is a synonym 
for the words ‘contemplation’, ‘knowledge’, ‘supreme devotion’, 
‘steadfast remembrance’, the rule being that the aphorism and the 
text indicating the subject-matter (viz. the Upanisad-texts) must 
both have the same meaning. Now, hero also, the texts denoting 
the subject-matter are of a greater weight, as they, as the primary 
object, are authoritative by themselves; and hence, the meaning of 
the aphorisms is to be interpreted in accordance with them alone, 
otherwise they cannot stand in a relation of subject-matter and what 
treats of the subject-matter.5 In Scripture, ‘hearing’ ê and ‘thinking’? 
are laid down as means to 'meditation',8 since these two also are 
indirect means to the attainment of salvation. Thus, having ascer- 
tained that the Vedànta-texts are concerned with demonstrating the 
nature, attributes and the rest of the Lord, one approaches a preceptor, 
who has directly intuited the nature and the rest of Brahman, the 
object to be worshipped demonstrable by the Vedànta-texts, and 
learns the meaning of those texts from him who has himself realized 


1 Correct reading 'T'asmin drste pardvare’, or whon he, who is high and 
low, is seen. Vide Mund. 2.2.8, p. 31 ; C.U., p. 528. 

2 Sravana. 3 Nididhydsana. 

4 That is, in the above text (Brh.), the Lord is not enjoined to be seen 
but to be meditated on, meditation leading to seeing or direct vision which is 
the immediate cause of salvation. 

5 That is, the Vedánta-sütras lay down what is contained in the Upanigads. 
Hence the Veddnia-sitras are the visayin or what treat of the subject-matter, 
and the Upanisad-texts are the visaya, or the subject treated. Now, the vigayin 
and the vigaya must, evidently, refer to the same thing. And here, the visaya 
being of a greater force, the visayin must be understood in accordance with 
the visaya, or the siitras are to be understood in the light of the Upanigads. 
Hence as the latter enjoin meditation, the former must also do so. 

6 Sravana. 7 Manana. 8 Nididhydsana. 
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that meaning directly. This is "hearing'.! ‘Thinking’ is a kind of 
reflection, by means of arguments which are in conformity with 
Scripture, with a view to making the meaning of what has been 
‘heard’ and taught, the object of one's own realization.? ‘Meditating’ 
means a ceaseless contemplation on the object of ‘thinking’, which 
(contemplation) is the unique cause of a direct vision (of the Lord). 
Accordingly, this (viz. the above Brhadaranyaka-text) is an apürva- 
vidhi3 concerning ‘meditation’, since (salvation is) absolutely 
unobtainable (without meditation).4 

The explanation of the (above-quoted Chandogya) text ‘The 
Plenty’, etc., may be seen under the explanation of the aphorism 
‘The Plenty ’, etc. (Br. Si. 1.3.7). 

The resulting meaning is that salvation can be obtained by an 
individual, eternally fettered, and desiring for salvation, who was, 
by chance, looked upon (with favour) by Madhusüdana at the time 
of his birth,5 who has practised the group of means (to salvation), who 
has worshipped the feet of his preceptor, and who has a direct vision 
of Brahman, obtained through the hearing of, thinking upon and 
meditating on Him, knowable through the Vedanta. 


- 


1 That is, a man first ascertains that the Veddnta-texts demonstrate the 
Lord, and then approaches a teacher and learns the meaning of those texts 
from him. 

2 That is, for realizing directly for himself what he has so far accepted on 
the authority of his preceptor. 

3 An 'apürva-vidhi' is a vidhi which enjoins something that is absolutely 
necessary and indispensable for the production of the desired result, e.g. when 
it is enjoined : ‘The rice-grains are to be sprinkled over with water’, it is meant 
that without this sprinkling, the desired result, viz. the samskdra of these rice- 
grains or making them fit for being used in a sacrifice cannot be attained by any 
other means. Hence, here the vidhi with regard to the sprinkling is an ' apürva- 
vidhi’. In the very same manner, the above Brhaddranyaka text : ‘The self 
should be seen, be heard, be thought, be meditated on’, lays down an 'apürva- 
vidhi’ regarding meditation, since without meditation, the desired result, viz. 
salvation, cannot be attained by any other means. 

For the different kinds of vidhis—viz. apürva, niyama and pari-samkhyá, 
see V.R.M., pp. 41-43. 

* This finishes the explanation of the Brhadáranyaka text ‘O friend, the 
self should be seen', etc. 

5 Vide V.R.M., p. 133 ; also p. 142, where it is said that only one man in 
& thousand is looked at with favour by Madhusüdana at the time of his birth, 
&nd that not by chance, but because of the merits accumulated through thousands 
of previous births. E 
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Salvation means attaining the nature of the Lord, resulting from 
the cessation of the bondage of matter in its causal! and effected 
forms,?? as known from the scriptural text: ‘Having attained the 
form of supreme light, he is completed in his own form" (Chand. 
8.3.4 ; 8.12.2, 3); as well as from the aphorisms: ‘Because release is 
taught of him who takes his stand upon it’ (Br. Sa. 1.1.7), ‘And 
(Scripture) teaches in it th’ union of this with that’ (Br. Sa. 1.1.20) 
and so on; and from the Smrti passage, viz.: ‘The attainment of the 
Lord, characterized by a feeling of unsurpassed joy and happiness, 
exclusive and absolute, is supposed to be an antidote (to the disease 
of transmigratory existence)’, ‘ “Many people, purified by the penance 
of knowledge have come to attain my nature”’ (Gità 4.10) and so 
on. The word ‘nature’? has been explained by the Lord Himself 
in the passage ‘ '' Resorting to this knowledge, they have come to have 
similarity with me” (Gità 14.2). This we shall expound more 
clearly in the chapter dealing with the fruit.4 

Then, in answer to the enquiry :—Of what nature is the individual, 
desiring salvation? Of what nature is his bondage ?—the scriptural 
truth is being considered now, in order that those who desire for 
salvation may have an easy access to Scripture. 

Now, there are three kinds of reality, distinguished as the sentient, 
the non-sentient and Brahman, because in the aphorisms as well, 
a trinity of reals has been mentioned, viz. the object to be enquired 
into (ie. Brahman), the enquirer (ie. the sentient), and maya (i.e. 
the non-sentient) which consists in the three gunas and is the original 
cause of his (viz. the enquirer's) nescience, as otherwise the very 
enquiry will be impossible; and also because of the following scriptural 
and Smrti texts, viz. 'By knowing the enjoyer, the object enjoyed 
and the Mover, everything has been said. This is the three-fold 
Brahman' (Svet. 1.21). 'Perishable are all beings, the changeless 
is called the Imperishable’ (Gttà 15.16), ‘ But the Highest Person is 
another, declared to be the supreme self’ (Gità 15.17) and so on. 

Among these, the sentient substance is different from the class 
of non-sentient substances; is of the nature of knowledge ; possessed 
of the attributes of being a knower, being an agent and so on; of the 
eee RC a I A Be 

1 Le. pradhána, the primal matter. 

2 I.o. the body, an effect of pradhána. 

3 Bháva. * Viz. the fourth chapter. 
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form of an Ego; has its very nature, existence and activity under the 
control of the Lord; is atomic in size; different in every body; and 
subject to bondage and release. As has been said: ‘The individual 
soul is of the nature of knowledge, under the control of the Lord, fit 
to be associated with and dissociated from a body, atomic, different 
in every body, possessed of the quality of being a knower and that 
which they call, endless. But through the grace of the Lord, verily 
they know it, the form of which is associated with beginningless Maya.1 
The (ever-) free, the bound and the bound-freed,? (such are the three 
broad classes of souls); and then again it should be known that there 
is a multitude of divisions (of these, viz. the ever-free, etc.)’. (D.S. 
1-2).3 There are scriptural and Smrti texts, as well as aphorisms to 
this effect, viz.: ‘Verily, different from this (soul) consisting of the 
mind is another internal soul, consisting of intelligence’ (Tait. 2.4), 
‘Just as a lump of salt is without an inside and an outside, and is 
entirely a mass of savour simply, so, verily, O! this self is without 
an inside or an outside, and is entirely a mass of intelligence simply’ 
(Brh. 4.5.13), ‘Here this person becomes self-illuminating’ (Brh. 
43.9.14), ‘O ! undecaying, verily, is this self, possessing indestructible- 
ness as its attribute’ (Brh. 4.5.14), ‘Now he who knows: “ Let me 
smell this ", which self is he?’ ‘This person who among the senses 
is made of knowledge, who is the light within the heart’ (Brh. 4.3.7). 
"This, verily, is the person of the essence of intelligence who sees, 
. . . . hears, tastes, smells, thinks and knows’ (Prasna 4.9),4 
"There is, verily, no cessation of the seeing of the seer, because it 
(i.e. the soul) is indestructible; there is, verily, no cessation of the 
hearing of the hearer, because it is indestructible; there is, verily, no 
cessation of the thinking of the thinker, because it is indestructible ; 
there is, verily, no cessation of the knowing of the knower, because it 
is indestructible’ (Brh. 4.3.23), *** By whom, O! should the knower 
be known?" ' (Brh. 2.4.14; 4.5.15), ‘This person simply knows’, 


ae a Rd 


1 That is, the real nature of the soul is distorted through its connection 
with mdydé or matter and karma, yet individuals can know the real nature of 
their selves through the grace of the Lord. See V.R.M., pp. 20-21. 

2 That is, the souls which were bound once, but are freed now. 

3 For details, see V.R.M. 

4 Quotation incomplete. The correct quotation is‘...... who sees, touclies, 
hears, smells, tastes, thinks, knows and acts’. Vide Praána 4.9, pp. 41-42. 
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(Chand. 7. 26. 2). ‘He isthe best person, . . . not remembering 
this appendage of the body’ (Chand. 8.12.3), ‘So exactly do the 
seer's sixteen parts, going to the Person, on attaining the Person, 
merge in (Him) ’ (Praána 6.5), ‘ “Just as the one sun manifests the 
entire world, so O Bharata, does the owner of the field (viz. the indivi- 
dual soul) manifest the whole field (viz. the body)" (Gita 13.34), ‘A 
knower, for that very reason’ (Br. Si. 2.3.19), ‘An agent, on account 
of scripture having a sense (Br. Si. 2.3.32).] ‘I am thou, verily, 
O Deity ! he is I, I am Brahman, thus I bow down to the Death of 
death’, ‘He shining alone, everything shines after him; through his 
light all this shines’ (Katha 2.2.15), ' He alone makes him, whom 
he wishes to lead upwards from these worlds, do good deeds. He alone 
makes him, whom he wishes to lead downwards from these worlds, 
do evil deeds’ (Kaus. 3.8), ‘Whether He may make him do good or 
evil, not even thereby is the Lord in fault’, ' The individual soul is 
small in power, not independent and insignificant’;2 ‘Atomic, 
verily, is this soul. These two, merit and demerit, bind it’, ‘The 
individual soul should be known as the hundredth part of the tip of 
a hair, divided a hundredfold, yet it is capable of infinity’ (Svet. 
5.9), ‘Verily, (the soul) is perceived to be like the tip of the spoke 
of a wheel only, and insignificant, through its quality of buddhi, and 
through its own attributes ' (Svet. 5.8), ‘(There is the mention, 
of departing, going and returning' (Br. Sü. 2.3.19), 'If it be said, 
not atomic, because Scripture declares what is not that, (we reply:) 
no, because the topic is something else’ (Br. Stu. 2.3.21), ‘ That designa- 
tion is on account of having that quality for its essence, as in the 
case of the Intelligent soul’ (Br. Sü. 2.3.28);3 ‘The Eternal 
among the eternal, the Conscious among the conscious, the One 
among the many, who bestows objects of desire’ (Katha 5.13), ‘A 
part, on account of the designation of a plurality ' (Br. Si. 2.3.42),4 
‘There is indeed another different soul, called the elemental soul,— 


ps se d 


1 These texts and aphorisms set forth the essential nature of the individual 
soul, viz. that it is knowledge by nature, a knower, an agent and an enjoyer. 

2 These texts also set forth the essential nature of the soul, viz. its 
dependence on the Lord for its activity and its non-difference from Him in that 
sense. 

3 These texts and sütras set forth the size of the soul, viz. its atomicity. 

* These texts and aphorisms set forth the number of the souls, viz. that 
there is a plurality of souls. 
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he who being overcome by the white or dark fruits of works, attains 
a good or bad birth. . . . Because of being deluded, he does not 
see the Lord, the causer of action and dwelling within the self. He is 
borne along and defiled by the properties of matter' (Maitri. 3.2),! 
‘An unborn one, verily, lies by, enjoying. Another unborn one 
discards her, who has been enjoyed’ (Svet. 4.15), ‘ Stainless, he 
attains a supreme identity’ (Mund. 3.1.3), ‘He does not return 
again’ (K.R. 2), ‘Non-return, on account of scriptural texts’ (Br. Su. 
4.4.22) 2 and so on. 

'The non-sentient substance is of three kinds, viz. what is derived 
from matter, what is not derived from matter and time.? As has been 
gaid:—' What is derived from matter, what is not derived from matter 
and time,—these are held to be the non-sentient. (The second is) 
denotable by the term ‘maya’, ‘pradhana’ and the rest, and there are 
distinctions of white and the rest in it, although it is the same' 
(DS. 3.). Among these, the substance which is the substratum of the 
three gunas is the prakrta. It is eternal as well as subject to changes 
like transformation and so on, as declared by the following scriptural 
texts:—‘A cow she is white, black and red, without beginning and 
end,‘ the progenitress, and the source of all beings, milking all wishes 
for the Lord’ (Cul. 5), ‘There is an unborn one red, white and black, 
producing many progeny of the same nature’ (Svet. 4.5) and so on; 
by the Smrti passages, viz.:  ' This, consisting of the three gunas, is 
the source of the world and is without beginning and end’ (V.P. 
1.2.21a),5 ‘ Non-sentient, for the sake of another, ever-changing, 
consisting of the three gunas, the field of works—such is said to be the 
form of prakrti’ and so on; as well as by the following aphorisms: 
‘It has a sense, on account of its subordination to Him’ (Br. Si. 
1.4.3), ‘As in the case of the sacrificial ladle, for want of any specifi- 
cation’ (Br. Su. 1.4.8), ‘But that which has light for its cause, 
because thus, in fact, some read’ (Br. Si. 1.4.9) and so on. The 


1 Quotation incorrect. Vide Maitri., pp. 369, 371. Correct quotation 
translated. 

3 These texts and aphorisms set forth the liability of the souls to bondage 
and release. 

3 Prákrta, aprákrta and kdla. 

4 Correct reading ‘andda-vati’ or without sound. For correct quotation, 
vide Cül. 5, p. 230. 

5 P.14. 
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gunas are sattva, rajas and tamas. That very prakrti, being trans- 
formed, through its own gunas, into the body, the sense-organs, the 
mind and intelligence of the individual souls, and through being a 
hindrance to salvation, is said to be the cause of the bondage of the 
individual soul. It is the cause of the universe, beginning with the 
mahat and ending with the cosmic egg, and its products are to be 
known as non-permanent. - 

Next, the aprakrta is a non-sentient substance, absolutely different 
from prakrti consisting of three gunas and time, occupies a region 
different from the sphere of prakrti, and is denoted by the terms 
‘eternal manifestation’, ‘the region of Visnu', ‘the supreme void’, 
‘the supreme place’, ‘the world of Brahman’ and so on, as declared by 
the following scriptural texts and aphorisms :—‘ Of the colour of the 
sun, beyond darkness’ (Svet. 3.8; Gita 8.9), ‘He who is its Master 
in the supreme void’, "That supreme region of Visnu the wise see 
always’ (Nr. Pir. 5.10; Skanda 15; Mukti 2.77; Vasu 4), ‘But the 
man, whose charioteer is intelligence, and the mind, the reins, attains 
the end of the road, the supreme place of Visnu’ (Katha 3.9), ‘Having 
obtained the soul, I become united with the uncreated world of Brah- 
man’ (Chand. 8.13.1), ‘He does not return again’ (K.R. 2), ‘Non- 
return, on account of scriptural texts’ (Br. Sü. 4.4.22) and so on; as 
well as by the following verses in the Maha-bharata—viz.: ‘Whom 
they call prakrti, the eternal, because He is the original source of all 
beings—the Divinity, without beginning and end, the Lord Nārā- 
yana, Hari. His supreme place is manifested beyond the abode of 
Brahma. That celestial, luminous place which the gods do not see, 
more brilliant than the sun and fire, is the place of Visnu the Great, 
and through its own rays, O king! it is difficult to be seen by gods 
and demons. The ascetics endowed with penance, infused with aus- 
picious deeds, perfected by Yoga, great-souled, and devoid of ignorance 
and delusion, go there to Lord Narayana, Hari, the adorable. Having 
gone there, they do not, O Bharata, return to this world again. This 
place is, O king, eternal and undecaying, for this, O Yudhisthira, is 
always the proof of the Lord. Higher than the seat of Brahma is 
that supreme place of Visnu, which some people who are endowed 
with knowledge and intelligence, and want to reach the supreme place, 
know to be pure, eternal, luminous and the supreme Brahman. That 
place is immensely holy, full of holy families, going where men do not 
grieve, do not return, do not feel pain. But those Sattvatas attain. 
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here the place of Brahman’. The same thing is found in the Gita. 
Compare, e.g. the statement by the Lord, viz.: ‘“Through His grace,} 
you shall obtain supreme peace and an eternal place”’’ (Gita 18.62). 
And through the beginningless desire of the Lord, it is manifold in 
forms, as the objects of His enjoyment and of His ever-free souls, and 
not liable to any alternations of evolution and the rest; since it is 
beyond time, in accordance with the text: ‘That manifestation, of 
which time, composed of Kalas? and minutes, is not the cause of 
transformation. Your eight-fold attributes and lordship, O Lord, are 
natural and supreme’. Next, time is a species of non-sentient sub- 
stance, different from both the prakrta and the aprakrta, eternal and 
all-pervading, in accordance with the scriptural text; ‘Now, eternal, 
verily, are the soul, matter and time’; and also because in the text: 
**'Existent alone, my dear, was this in the beginning" ’ (Chand. 
6.2.1), the existence of time, denoted by the term ‘beginning’, is 
declared; as well as on account of the Smrti passage:—‘ The Lord 
Time is beginningless, and has, O Brahmin, no end’ (V.P. 1.2.26a 3). 
“There can be no apprehension, inthe world which does not involve time.’ 
Tt is the special cause of the conventional uses (of such terms) as 
‘past’, ‘future’, ‘present’, ‘simultaneous’, ‘lasting’, ‘quick’ and so on; 
assisting in the creation and the rest; and the special cause of the con- 
ventional use (of different measures of time), beginning with the 
paramünu and ending with the paràrdha.* Since it is well-known 
from the Puránas, no detailed account is given here. All objects 
derived from prakrti are dependent on time. But although time is 
the regulator of everything, it is itself regulated by the Supreme Lord, 
in accordance with the text: ‘Who is a knower, the Time of time, 
possessor of attributes, omniscient ' (Svet. 6.2). 

The meaning of the word “ Brahman ” has already been expounded 
above. He is Lord Krsna, an abode of groups of qualities like Creator- 
ship of the world and the rest, to be mentioned hereafter, and is denoted 
by the words'Supreme Brahman’, ‘ Narayana’, ‘Vasudeva’ and so on. 
As has been said: ‘Let us meditate on Krsna, on Hari, with eyes like 


1 Correct quotation ‘tat-prasdddt’ and not ‘mat-prasddat’. 

2 Kala is a particular division of time. M.W., p. 261. 

3 P. 16. 

* A paramdnu is the time taken by the sun to traverse past an atom of 
matter and so on. Vide V.R.M., p. 38, for details. 
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lotus, on Brahman, supreme and adorable, free by nature from all 
faults, and one mass of infinite auspicious qualities, and having the 
vyühas! as His limbs’ (D.S. 4). 

The mutual differences among these (three) substances, viz. the 
sentient, the non-sentient and Brahman are taught by the texts 
contained respectively in the different chapters (treating of these 
three) and indicating thé respective peculiarities of their qualities 
and nature. The non-difference of the sentient and the non-sentient 
is taught in the following texts:—'''Existent alone, my dear, was 
this in the beginning, one only, without & second" ' (Chànd. 6.2.1), 
‘The self, verily, was this in the beginning, one only’ (Ait. 1.1.1), 
‘Thou art that’ (Chand. 6.8.7; 6.9.8; 6.103; 6.113; 6.12.31; 
6.13.3; 6.14.3; 6.15.3; 6.16.3), ‘This soul is Brahman’ (Brh. 4.4.5), 
‘All this, verily, is Brahman’ (Chand. 3.14.1), ‘I am you, verily, 
O reverend Deity’, ‘Then he knows the self alone: “I am Brahman’’’. 

In this way, the two kinds of texts being both authoritative in 
their primary and literal import, the sentient and the non-sentient, 
though of different natures (from Brahman), yet are non-different 
from Brahman, because they have their existence and activity under 
His control,—just as the sense-organs, though of different natures 
(from the vital-breath) are yet non-different from the vital-breath, 
because they are under its control, as is well-known from the dialogue 
between the vital-breath and the sense-organs in the Chandogya: 
‘Verily, they are not called speech, eyes, or mind, but called the vital- 
breath alone’ (Chand. 5.1.15). Hence the view of the author of the 
aphorisms is that Brahman, the object to be enquired into, is both 
different and non-different from the sentient and the non-sentient. 
For that very reason, there is no necessity for enquiring into the two 
realities (viz. the sentient and the non-sentient), and the doctrine that 
through the knowledge of one, there is the knowledge of all? fits in 
well. As has been said: ‘Hence, all knowledge concerning all objects 
is true, since they, as declared by Scripture and Smrti, have Brahman 


1 The vyühas are Vdsudeva, Samkarsana, Pradyumna and Aniruddha. 
Vide V.R.M., pp. 47-49, for details. 

2 Vide Chand. 6.1 ff. The sense is that the sütras recommend an enquiry 
into Brahman alone, and not into the sentient and the non-sentient, not because 
these two are unreal, but simply because by enquiring into Brahman, the Cause. 
we come to know of the sentient and the non-sentient too, the effects, and 


hence no separate enquiry is necessary. 


2 
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for their essence,—this is the view of those who are versed in the Vedas, 
and the Trinity of Reals too is established by Scripture and aphorisms ’ 
(D.S.7). The following aphorisms may be referred to: ‘A part, on 
account of the mention of variety, and otherwise, some even read the 
status of a fisherman, a knave and so on’ (Br. Si. 2.3.42), ‘But on 
account of the mention of both, as in the case of a snake and its coil’ 
(Br. Sia. 3.2.27), ‘Or, like the substratum of light, because of being 
light’ (Br. Sa. 3.2.28) and so on. Detailed explanations may be seen 
further on. 

Since this aphorism (Br. Si. 1.1.1), ascertaining the meaning of 
Scripture, is of the nature of an introduction, the indispensable factors 
(in the study of a particular subject) are also mentioned virtually by 
it, with a view to encouraging people with insight to (the study of) 
Scripture. These are: the person entitled (to the study), the topic, 
the relation and the purpose.! Among these, one who is desirous of 
release and possessed of the stated marks? is the person entitled (to 
the study of the Vedanta). The topic is the Lord Vasudeva, the 
Highest Person, denoted by the term ' Brahman' and the rest, omnis- 
cient, the substratum of natural, inconceivable and infinite attributes 
and powers persisting as long as He Himself does, the Controller of 
Brahma, Rudra, Indra, matter, atoms, time, karma, and Nature, who 
is absolutely untouched by faults and who is the substratum of a 
natural difference—non-difference from the sentient and the non- 
sentient. The relation is that between a topic: and what treats of the 
topic. The purpose here is salyauon, characterized by attaining the 
state of the Lord. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘The enquiry’ (1). 


Comparison of Nimbàrka's reading and interpretation with the readings 
and interpretations of Samkara, Ramanuja, Bhaskara, Srikantha 
and Baladeva 4 


Samkara 


Interpretation different. According to Nimbarka, the term 
“atha ” (=then) signifies: ‘after the study of the Veda and the Pūrva- 


1 Adhikdrin, visaya, sambandha, prayojana. 2 See (aboyo: pp. 11-14. 
3 See above, p. 9 of the book and footnote 5 there. 
* Only the points of differences will be noted. 
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mimamsa’. But according to Samkara, this is not the case. He 
points out that the study of the Pürva-mimàmsà is by no means an 
essential pre-requisite to the study of Brahman.! There is no essential 
connection between the enquiry into religious duties and that into 
Brahman. On the contrary, there is an absolute difference between 
them as regards the result and the object of enquiry.? The result 
of the former is the attainment of worldly and heavenly enjoyment, 
which is something to be accomplished; while the result of the latter 
is salvation, which is not something to be accomplished, being eternal 
and ever-accomplished. This being so, the essential pre-requisite 
to the enquiry into Brahman is not the enquiry into religious duties, 
but the acquisition of the four qualifications ?,—viz. (1) discrimination 
between eternal and non-etornal objects, (2) aversion to the enjoyment 
of the objects of sense, here or hereafter, (3) possession of self-restraint, 
tranquillity and the rest * and (4) the desire of emancipation.5 


Ramanuja 
Reading and interpretation same, only much more elaborate. 
Ràmànuja points out that the two Mimàmsàs—viz. the Karma- 
mimámsà and the Brahma-mimàmsà constitute one connected whole, 
the first naturally leading to the second,9 and criticises at length, in 
this connection, the Samkarite view that the enquiry into Brahman 
does not necessarily presuppose the enquiry into religious duties.’ 


Bhaskara 


Literal interpretation same, but import different. Bhaskara 
develops here his peculiar doctrine of jnàna-karma-samuccaya, or 
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1 $.B. 1.1.1. ‘Dharma-jijndsdyah präg api adhitu-Veddniasya Brahma- 
Jijásopapatteh', p. 71. 

2 S.B. 1.1.1. ‘Dharma-brahma-jijndsayoh phala-jijásya-bhedácca" (p. 74). 

3 Sddhana-catustaya. 

4 I.e. dama (control of the internal organ, viz. the mind), dama (control of 
the external.sense-organs), uparati (indifference to worldly pursuits), titiksá 
(endurance of the opposite extremes, like heat and cold, pleasure and pain, 
etc.), graddha (faith in the scripture and the spiritual teachers), and samdadhana 
(deep concentration). 

5 $.B. 1.1.1. 'Nityánitya-vastu-vivekah, thdmutrartha-phalabhoga-virdgah, 
sama-damddi-sddhana-sampat, mumuksutva ca’. 

6 Śri. B. 1.1.1. ‘ Vaksyati ca Karma-brahma-mimamsayor aikaédstryam’, 
etc., p. 2, vol. 1 (Madras ed.). 

? Op. cit., pp. 5-13, vol. 1. 
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combination of knowledge and work. Thus, according to both 
Nimbàrka and Bhaskara, the enquiry into Brahman should be under- 
taken after an enquiry into religious duties, but for different reasons. 
According to Nimbarka, the prior study of the Karma-mimaimsa 
convinces us of the transitory nature of the fruits of karmas, and this 
naturally leads us to the study of the Brahma-mimàmsà, with a view 
to attaining a permanent fruit therefrom, viz. salvation. For this 
reason, we study first the Pirva-mimamsa, and then the Uttara- 
mimàmsà or the Vedanta. 

But according to Bhaskara, we enquire into Karmas before 
enquiring into Brahman for quite different reasons, viz. (1) We do 
not enquire into Karmas first and then into Brahman, because the 
former are transitory, the latter not; but we enquire into both Karmas 
and Brahman, for the very same reason, viz. because we know that 
they both play an equal part in the attainment of salvation. Salvation 
can be obtained through a proper combination of knowledge and works, 
and unless we first know the nature of the works themselves, we cannot 
possibly decide which kinds of works are to be resorted to and combined 
with knowledge, and which kinds to be avoided and not to be so com- 
bined. It is for this reason, that-we first study the Karma-mimamsi, 
and then the Brahma-mimümsà, and combine the obligatory works 
with knowledge, avoiding those that are undertaken for selfish ends. 

(2) Further, the Vedanta deals with various kinds of meditations 
on the subordinate parts of sacrifices—, e.g. the meditation on the 
udgitha and so on. But unless we are first acquainted with the 
nature of those sacrifices themselves, such meditations are not possible. 
It is for this reason also that we first study the Karma-mimamasa, 
and then the Brahma-mimàmsáà.! 

Bhàskara also criticises here the Samkarite interpretation of the 
term “ atha ”.2 


Srikantha 


Interal interpretation same, but import different. That is, 
Nimbürka and Srikantha both agree that the Brahma-mimamaa is 
to be studied after the study of the Karma-mimàmsà, but the reason 
for this, as given by Srikantha, is different from that given by Nim- 
bárka. We have already seen the reason given by Nimbarka. But 
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1 Bh. B. 111, p. 2. 2 Op. cit., pp. 3-5. 
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according to Srikantha, we must first study religious duties and then 
Brahman, because the two stand in a relation of worship (aradhana) 
and the worshipped (àràdhya) cause (hetu) and effect,2 means 
(sadhana) and end (sádhya)3. The proper performance of Karmas 
purifies the mind. But unless we first know the nature, etc. of Karmas, 
we cannot perform them properly, i.e. choose the right ones (nitya 
and naimittaka ones) and avoid others (kàmya ones), and unless we 
perform karmas properly, our mind is not purified, and unless our 
mind is purified, there can be no rise of knowledge in it. It is for this 
reason that we should first study the Karma-mimamsa and then the 
Brahma-mimàmsà.* Like Ràmaànuja, Srikantha holds that the 
Karma-mimàmsà and the Brahma-mimàmsà& form one and the same 
treatise.5 
Baladeva 


Interpretation different. According to Baladeva also, the word 
“ atha”’ means ‘ immediate sequence’, but he points out that it cannot 
be said that the study of the Karma-mimàmsà is an essential pre- 
requisite to the study of the Brahma-mimàmsáà, for it is often found 
that even one who knows the Karma-mimàmsà by heart, but who is 
deprived of the company of the good, has no desire to enquire into 
Brahman, while one who does not know the Karma-mimamsa, but 
is purified by truthfulness, prayer, etc. and associates with the good, 
has a natural inclination to enquire into Brahman. It cannot be 
said also that the term “ atha " means that the enquiry into Brahman 
can be undertaken only after the acquisition of the four-fold qualifica- 
tions, viz. discrimination between the eternal and the non-eternal and 
the rest, as held by Samkara, for these cannot be acquired unless one 
first associates with the good and the holy.’ 

Hence, what the term “ atha " means is as follows:—A man who 
has properly studied the Veda and has understood its meaning in a 
general way, who has faithfully performed the duties incumbent on 


1 §K.B. 1.1.1, p. 34, Part 1. 

2 Op. cit., pp. 37, 39, Part 1. 

3 Op. cit., pp. 39, 43, Part 1. 

4 SK.B. 1.1.1, pp. 33, 39, 43, 50, 68, 70, Part 1. Of course Srikanfha is 
not a JfAnüna-karma-samuccaya-vàdin like Bhdskara. 

5 ŚK.B. 1.1.1, p. 33, Part 1. 

6 G.B. 1.1.1, pp. 24-25, chap. 1. 
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his own stage of life, who is truthful and so on, whose mind has become 
purified by the performance of duties in a disinterested spirit and who 
has come into contact with a knower of truth, should then commence 
an enquiry into Brahman, for then he is convinced that the fruits of 
works undertaken with selfish ends in view are but transitory, while 
Brahman alone is the cause of eternal happiness.1 

Thus, the five pre-requisites to the enquiry into Brahman are:— 
(1) Study of the Veda. (2) Proper performance of the duties incum- 
bent on one’s own stage of life. (3) Purification of the mind by such 
performance of works in a disinterested spirit. (4) Association with 
the good and the holy. (5) The consequent acquirement of the faculty 
of discriminating between the permanent and the non-permanent, 
disgust for non-permanent worldly objects and desire to know the 
permanent in details. 

All the commentators agree in holding that the word “atah” 
means ‘because the fruits of Karmas are transitory, while the know- 
ledge of Brahman alone leads to eternal bliss’. 


Adhikarana 2: The section entitled ‘The Origin’. 
(Sütra 2) 
SÜTRA 2 


** (BRAHMAN IS THAT) FROM WHOM (ARISE) THE ORIGIN AND THE 
REST OF THIS (WORLD)." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Now, with regard to the characteristics of Brahman, the author 
states the correct conclusion: 

That very Lord—the substratum of infinite attributes like 
omniscience, etc. and the ruler of Brahma, Siva time and the rest ,— 
from whom arise the origination, subsistence and dissolution ** of this", 
ie. of the universe,—endowed with manifold combinations, the 
abode of innumerable peculiarities of names and forms and the like; 
and the form of which is inconceivable,—is Brahman, the object of 
the above statement (viz. Su. 1.1.1)—this is the meaning of the 
characterizing text. 


1 Op. cit., pp. 19-20, chap. 1. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


Brahman, called Lord Krsna, great in qualities, powers and nature, 
has been established in the previous section. Now, with reference to 
the enquiry: What are His characteristics ?—the same Being (viz. 
Brahman) is being demonstrated, as having the qualities of ‘ being 
the agent of the origin and the rest of the world ’, ‘being omniscient’, 
“being true’ and so on. 

Here the words ‘‘of this" denote the effect, viz. the world; and 
the words ‘“‘from whom” denote the cause. The word ‘Brahman’ 
is to be supplied here from the previous aphorism. And, there being 
an universal correlation between the terms ‘yat’ and ‘tat’, the term 
‘tat’ too must be supplied here.! 

(Next the compound *''janmàdi" is explained:—) ‘That of 
which '' origin" is the beginning’—is ** janmadi’’, i.e. creation, sub- 
sistence, dissolution and salvation. This is a Bahuvrihi compound 
of the tad-guna-samjfiana type.” 

That “from whom’’,—i.e. the Lord, the Highest Person, the 
Lord of all, omniscient, omnipotent, the supreme cause and the ruler 
of all,—arise the origination, subsistence, dissolution, and salvation 
“ of this ”, i.e. of the world, which is manifested by names and forms 
connected with enjoyers (viz. the souls) divided variously ; which is the 
constant abode of the enjoying of place, time and fruits; and the 
composition of which is beyond the grasp of reasoning—is Brahman. 
He alone is to be enquired into by those who desire for salvation,— 
this is the construction of the words in the aphorism. 


1 Thus the construction of the sūtra is:— Janmddy asya yatah Brahmanah 
tatah’. 

2 There are two kinds of Bahuvrihi, viz. tad-guna-samjndna and atad-guna- 
samjndna. In the former case, the compounds, the noun (videgya) has direct 
connection with and implies the words compounded (viesanas), e.g. when it is said 
‘Bring the man with long ears ' (Lamba-karnam dGnaya), the bringing of the man 
implies the bringing of his attribute, viz. the ears, as well and the man (videgya) 
and his ears (videsanas) are directly connected. In the latter case, there is no 
such direct connection between the compound and the words compounded, e.g. 
when it is said ‘Bring the man who has seen the sea’ (Drsta-sdgaram ànaya), 
the bringing of the man does not imply the bringing of his attribute, viz. the sea, 
&nd there is no direct connection between the two. 

Now, ‘Janmddi’ is a Bahuvrihi of the first kind and hence it includes in 
its meaning ‘janma’ too. ; 
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There are scriptural texts to this effect,—beginning:—'Bhrgu, 
the son of Varuna approached his father, (with the request) “Sir, 
teach me Brahman” ’ (Tait. 3.1), and continuing:—‘ “From, whom, 
verily, all these beings arise, by whom they, so born, live and to whom 
they go forth and enter,—enquire into that, that is Brahman” ' 
(Tait. 3.1), ‘Brahman is truth, knowledge and infinite’ (Tait. 2.1) 
and so on. (The meaning of the first of the above two texts 18:—) 
‘From whom’, i.e. from Lord Purusottama, ‘all these beings’, i.e. all 
objects from the mahat down to a tuft of grass, ‘arise’,—hereby the 
origination (of the world from the Lord) is indicated. 'By whom, they, 
so born, live’,—hereby the subsistence (of the world in Brahman) is 
indicated. ‘They enter',—hereby the dissolution (of the world into 
the Lord) is shown. ‘To whom they go forth,'—meaning— whom 
they attain after the destruction of all karmas’,—hereby salvation 
(of the souls) is indicated. Here ‘origination’ means the expansion 
of the manifold consciousness of the sentient being, due to its connec- 
tion with a body and the rest; and ‘dissolution’ means its entrance 
into the Cause (viz. Brahman), resulting from the contraction of its 
consciousness. "This will be made clear under the explanations of the 
two aphorisms, viz. ‘Dependent on the movable and the immovable’ 
(Br. Si. 2.3.16) and so on. The distinction (between the sentient 
and the non-sentient) is that the non-sentient is more primary, having 
a different form at the beginning of creation.! 

The meaning of the second text, on the other hand, is that 
Brahman possesses the attributes of truth, knowledge and infinitude. 
Here, the word ‘truth’ distinguishes the Lord from what is not true, 
the word ‘knowledge’ from the group of the non-sentient, and the 
word ‘infinite’ from the group of the sentient. 

And, thus it is established that the characteristic mark of Brahman 
is that He, being the one non-distinct material and efficient cause of 
the universe, is possessed of truth and the rest. He is the material 
cause 2 in the sense of being the manifestor, in a gross form, of His own 


1 That is, the non-sentient is more primary than the sentient in the sense 
that it is prior to the sentient in point of time. Right in the beginning of 
creation, the individual soul does not exist, in the sense that there is nobody 
with which it may be connected, but pradhdna does, though not in the form 
of particular non-sentient substances like stones and houses, etc., and the 
body comes to be evolved later on. Cf. Sdmkhya theory of evolution. 

2 Upddanatva. 
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natural powers, denoted by the terms ‘higher’, ‘lower’ and so on, 
and reduced to a subtle state; as well as of the effects, existent and 
inherent in them respectively. He is the efficient cause 1 in the sense 
of bringing about a union of the sentient beings,—whose attribute of 
knowledge is in a state of absolute contraction being under the in- 
fluence of the past impressions of their own karmas which are begin- 
ningless, and is, thereby, unfit for bringing about the recollection 
(in their minds) of the retributive experiences (to be undergone in the 
present birth),—with their respective karmas, and the respective 
instruments for experiencing them, through manifesting (in them) 
knowledge, enabling them to experience the fruits of karmas.? 

There is à Smrti passage too, conformable to the text dealing 
with the topic in hand, (ie. the above Taittiriya text, 3.1) in the 
Moksa-dharma.3 It begins: ‘The Scripture which was mentioned 
by Bhrgu to Bháradvàja, who asked’ (Maha. 12.6769b 4), and con- 
tinues: '''He, verily, is the Lord Visnu, celebrated to be infinite, 
abiding as the inner Soul of all beings, and difficult to be known by 
those who have not obtained the self, who is the creator of the principle 
of egoity for the production of all beings, from whom arose the universe, 
about whom I have been asked by you here’’’ (Maha. 12.6784b- 
67863 5). 


1 Nimittatva. 

2 The Lord is the material cause of the universe in the sonse that creation 
means the manifestation of His subtle powers of the sentient and the non- 
sentient into gross effects. That is, during dissolution, the entire universe of 
the sentient and the non-sentient merges in the Lord and exists in Him in a 
subtle state as His natural powers. Then, in the beginning of a new creation, 
the Lord manifests these powers of the sentient and the non-sentient (c:t- 
Sakti and acit-éakti), developing them into grosser effects and producing, thereby, 
the universe of names and forms. 

And the Lord is the efficient cause of the universe in the sense that Ho 
unites individual souls with their respective karmas, the results of these karmas, 
and the instruments for experiencing them—that is, the Lord is the efficient 
cause in the sense that He regulates the destinies of individual souls in 
accordance with strict justice. During dissolution, the beginningless im- 
pressions of past karmas get dimmed and confused; and at the time of a new 
creation, the Lord revives these impressions in particular individuals, thereby 
making each individual undergo the fruits of his past works. Vide V.R.M., p. 63. 

3 ' Mokga-dharma’ is the name of a section of the twelfth book of the 
Máháà-bhárata, from adhyaya 174 to the end. 

4 P. 604, line 7, vol. 3, 5 Op. cit., lines 22-24. 
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If it be objected :—In the Svetaévatara Upanisad, a multitude of 
causes is spoken of in the passage: ‘Time, nature, destiny, accident, 
elements and the Person should be known as the Cause’ (Svet. 1.2), 
so what authority is there for separating specifically Vasudeva, the 
Highest Person alone as the cause of the world /—(then we reply:) 
Listen. A multitude of scriptural and Smrti passages is our authority 
for specifying the cause of the world. Compare the following :— 
‘He, the One, who governs all these causes, connected with time and 
soul’ (Svet. 1.3), ‘He who is a knower, the Time of time, possessed 
of attributes, omniscient ’ (Svet. 6.2), ‘Of whom there is neither 
a creator, nor a lord’ (Svet. 6.9), ‘Verily, Narayana was One’ 
(Maha. Up. 1.2), ‘Then there was Visnu, Hari alone, without parts’, 
‘From Narayana is born Brahma, from Nàràyana is born Rudra’ 
(Nar. 1), ‘ From the forehead of this being, wrapt up within himself 
in meditation, was born the Person, with three-eyes, trident in hand ’ 
(Maha. Up. 1.7), ‘Krsna, the One, the ruler, moving everywhere, 
is an object of worship, He who, though one, yet appears as many ’. 
“ ‘Ka’ is the name of Brahman, I am the ‘ Iga’, i.e. the Lord, of all 
beings. We two have sprung up from your body, hence you have 
the name ‘ Kesava ' ", ‘1, Brahmà, the primary Lord of people, am 
born from Him, and you have sprung up from me’, ‘ Krsna alone is 
the source of the worlds, and of their dissolution too ’, ‘ Being created 
by Krsna the universe consisting of the sentient and the non-sentient 
has originated’. ‘In the Veda, and in Ramayana, verily, in the 
Bharata and in the Pafica-r&tra, Hari is celebrated everywhere, in 
the beginning, in the end, and in the middle’ (Hari V. 162321). 
* * I am the origin of the entire world, dissolution similarly ” ' (Gita 
7.6), * ** There is nothing else higher than me, O Dhanajijaya”’’ (Gita 
7.1), ‘ * I am the source of everything, everything originates from me” ' 
(Gité 10.8) and so on. The terms ' Hiranyagarbha' and the rest, 
which we find sometimes in certain texts concerning the origin and so 
on of the world, should be known to be referring to Brahman. Hence 
it is established that Lord Krsna, the Soul of all, the Lord of all, the 
one topic of all the Vedas, is the cause of the world. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘ The Origin’ (2). 


1 P. 1002, vol. 4. 
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COMPARISON 
Samkara 


Reading and interpretation same. Of course, consistently with 
his doctrine, Samkara must hold that here the term ‘ Brahman’ 
denotes ‘Iévara’ or the lower Brahman. 


Adhikarana 3: The section entitled ‘That 
which has Scripture for its source’. (Sitra 
3 ) 
SÜTRA 3 


* BECAUSE (BRAHMAN HAS) SCRIPTURE FOR His Source.” 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


With reference to the enquiry: What is the proof of His existence ? 
The author states the correct conclusion :— 

Of Whom “ Scripture " alone is “the source ", i.e. the cause of 
knowing,!—that very reality, characterized as having the stated marks, 
is denoted by the term ' Brahman'. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Thus, it has been pointed out by the aphorism concerning enquiry 2 
that Brahman is the object to be enquired into, and it has been 
pointed out by the aphorism concerning characteristic mark 3 that 
the characteristic mark of Brahman is to be the cause of the origin 
and the rest of the world and possess truth, etc. Now, with reference 
to the enquiry: What is the proof with regard to Him—the proof is 
being stated. 

On the doubt, viz. whether Brahman, having the stated marks, 
is to be arrived at through inference, or has the Veda alone for His 
proof,—the prima facie view being that He is to be arrived at through 
inference, since we know from the scriptural text: 'From whom 
speech turns back’ (Tait. 2.4; 2.9) that Brahman cannot be known 
through speech (i.e. texts),— 
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1 This explains the compound ‘säãstra-yoni’. 
2 Viz. Br. Sa. 1.1.1. 8 Viz. Br. Su. 1.1.2. 
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(We reply:) Brahman cannot be arrived at through inference, 
but has the Veda for His proof. Why? ‘ Because (Brahman has) 
Scripture for His source ". That means: *' Scripture ", i.e. the Veda, 
is the ** source ’’, i.e. the cause, the informant, the proof, with regard 
to whom,—that object is ** Sástra-yoni"; and “ Sastra-yonitva ” is 
the state of being *' Sastra-yoni "—on account of that, i.e. on account 
of having Scripture for His proof. The correct conclusion is that 
Brahman has the Veda alone for His proof. 

If it be said: For the sake of simplicity, it is well-said that Brahman 
has Scripture for His source; and thus to say that Brahman has 
Scripture for His source, i.e. has the Veda for its proof, serves our 
purpose, (ie. is not in conflict with our view),—(we reply:) No, 
Brahman cannot be arrived at through inference, because the phrase: 
* Because (He has) Scripture for (His) source” indicates a reason 
which excludes any other proof except Scripture. 

Ifit besaid: How is it known that He cannot be arrived at through 
inference ?—(we reply:) There has been some room for the suspicion 
that Brahman can be arrived at through inference, since the middle 
term (or the reason), viz. ‘the state of being an effect’ ?, stated above, 
proves the world to be due to a creator. With a view to removing 
it, that significant word * is used here (in this sütra), in accordance 
with the following scriptural texts:—Viz.: ' The word which all the 
Vedas declare’ (Katha 2.15), ‘That with regard to which all the 
Vedas become one’ (Tait. Ar. 3.11.15), ‘‘‘I ask you about Brahman, 
set forth in the Upanisads”’ ’ (Brh. 3. 9.26 9), * He who does not know 
the Veda, does not know Him, the great’ (Tait. Br. 3.12.9.77) and 
so on, and the following Smrti passages: ‘ ''By all the Vedas, I alone 
am to be known" ’ (Gità 15.15), “ ‘In the Veda, in the Ramayana, 

1 This explains the compound ‘édstra-yonitvat’. 

2 Küryyatva. 

3 That is, it has been laid down in Sūtra 1.1.2 that the world is an effect. 
This suggests the inference :—Whatever is an effect has & creator. 

The world is an effect. 
.. the world has a creator (viz. Brahman). 

This suggestion is negatived by Stra 1.1.3, which explicitly says that the 
Brahman has Scripture alone for His proof, and never inference. 

4 Viz. ‘édstra-yoni’. 

5 P.19. Reading ‘yatraikam’. 

9 Correct reading : 'prcchámt'. 

?* P. 292, vol. 3. 
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verily, in the Bharata and in the Pafica-ràtra, Hari is celebrated 
everywhere, in the beginning, in the end and in the middle’ ” (Hariv. 
16232 1), ‘We bow down to that wherein lies the eternal basis of all 
speech’ and so on. 

If it be said: On the ground of the inference: ‘All objects having 
parts, like the earth and the rest, have a cause, because they are 
effects, like pots and the rest', Brahman is established to be the cause 
of the world, since none else can be such a cause, and this being so, 
why trouble about the Veda ?—(we reply:) no, because, the very fact 
that the elements like the ether and the rest have an origin being not 
known by anyone without the Veda, that they are effects is not estab- 
lished, and hence the reason 2 is itself unestablished.3 

It cannot be said also that the origin of the elements is to be known 
through the Veda, and the fact that they are effects being proved 
through this, the reason * is not unestablished—, for, in that case too, 
Brahman, the cause of the world being known through the Veda 
alone, the inference becomes futile, and you virtually come to our 
side. Thus, even in the case of well-known effects like a house or a 
shoot, Brahman cannot be inferred from the reason ' producibleness', 
it being possible to suppose the earth, the seed, water, men and so on 
to be their causes; and unreasonable to imagine an unseen cause 
(viz. Brahman). 

This should be understood here: wherever something is found to 
be an effect, there it is possible also to arrive, by means of inference, at 
an individual soul, corresponding to effect, as the agent. But that 
the entire universe is an effect is not known without the help of the 
Veda. Hence, the creator of the world, too, can be known through 
the Veda alone, and never through a thousand inferences. Further, 
Brahman cannot be known through the evidence of perception, since 
the ordinary sense-organs are incapable of grasping Him, as declared 


1 P. 1002. 
2 Viz. Kdryyatva or state of being an effect. 
3 That is, it has been argued :— 
Whatever is an effect has a cause. 
The world is an effect. 
^ the world has a cause. 
. Now, we cannot know that the world is an effect, unless we have recourse 
to Scripture, and hence Scripture is needed even here too. 
4 Viz. Kdryyatva or producibleness. 
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by the scriptural texts: ‘Not the sense-organs, nor inference,’ ' “ This 
knowledge is not attainable through inference, dearest! It leads to 
proper knowledge only being told by another''' (Katha 2.9). That 
is, ‘Dearest!’ ‘this knowledge’ concerning Brahman, is not to be 
overthrown by reason, or, is not capable of being attained thereby. 
‘Told’ by ‘another’, i.e. by an omniscient teacher who is versed in the 
Veda, it leads to right knowledge, as declared by the aphorism 'On 
account of reasoning having no ground' (Br. Sü. 2.1.11); by the 
Manu Smrti: ‘One should not apply reasoning to those conceptions 
which are verily inconceivable’; and by the Mahà-bhàrata: ' One 
should not arrive at those conceptions which are verily inconceivable 
through reasoning. There can be no ascertainment of any deep 
meaning through reasoning which is without a basis'. Moreover, 
who but a mad man should say that Brahman, the cause of the world, 
who is not known entirely and in every way even by omniscient 
mantras and sages, who is difficult to be understood and who is 
possessed of infinite inconceivable qualities and powers, can be known 
through inference. 

It is not to be apprehended: what then will become of such 
texts as: ‘From whom speech turns back’ (Tait. 2.4 ; 2.9) and so 
on?—for the meaning of these is that Brahman is not limited as 
being so much. This the author will state under the aphorism: 
‘For the so-muchness of the topic mentioned’ and so on (Br. Sù. 
3.2.22). 

(An alternative explanation of the sütra:) If the compound 
“ Sastra-yoni” be disjoined as: ‘The source of Scripture’, then, too, 
the very same meaning is arrived at.! The resulting meaning is that 
Brahman can be known through the Vedas alone,—breathed forth 
by Him, the omniscient, and (as such) standing in an intimate and 
internal relation with Him,—and not through any external inference 
and the rest, imagined by others. In that case, (ie. on the second 
interpretation), the topic of this aphorism will be the scriptural text, 
viz. 'Breathed forth by this Great Being is the Rg-veda, the Yajur- 
veda and the Sama-veda’ (Brh. 2.4.10 ; Maitri. 6.32). And, on this 
interpretation, the eternity of the Vedas are not negatived, for what 
we admit is the issuing forth only (and not new creation) of what is 
eternally established, in accordance with the following scriptural 


ree a» ee EAN 5 aE, SE SS 5 SS x E S D A A G EEEE SUGGS 1 CRESS 1 a. 


1 Of. S.B. 1.1.3. 
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and Smrti passages, viz.: ‘By means of speech, which is devoid of 
form and eternal’ (Rg. V. 8.75.61; Tait. Sam. 2.6.11.2 2), ‘Speech, 
without beginning and end, eternal, consisting of the Veda and celestial, 
was created by the Self-born in the beginning, whence proceeded all 
activities’ (Maha. 12.8534 3). Hereby, the eternal and non-derived 
form of Brahman is indicated, since the Veda, which is prior to all 
derivative creation, was bréathed forth by Him.* This we shall 
explain later on.5 Hence, it is established that Brahman has the 
Veda as His sole proof. 

Here ends the section entitled * That which has Scripture for its 


source' (3). 


Adhikarana 4: The section entitled 'Concord- 
ance’. (Sütra 4) 
SÜTRA 4 


“Bur THAT (VIZ. THAT BRAHMAN HAS SCRIPTURE AS HIS SOLE 
PROOF) FOLLOWS FROM THE CONCORDANCE (OF ALL SCRIPTURAL 
TEXTS WITH REGARD TO BRAHMAN)." 


Vedànta-pàarijáta-saurabha 


If an objection be raised, viz.: In as much as the entire Veda is 
concerned with action (i.e. injunctions and prohibitions), the Vedanta- 
texts too, which are concerned with a different topic, are solely 
concerned with injunctions by way of establishing the excellence of 
the agent, who is a part of sacrifices,—just as the artha-vàda texts 9 
are indirectly unanimous with the injunctive-texts, by way of estab- 
lishing their excellence. Hence, how can Brahman have Scripture 
as His sole proof? 7—the correct conclusion is as follows: 


2 Se eR o Rar EET HT m a a ma a mm mn a a matm A EE SOS NO A A AED 


1 P. 162. 2 P. 241, vol. 1. 

3 P. 666, line 22, vol. 3. 

4 That is, if Brahman were to breathe forth the Vedas, He must have a 
body (nose, etc.), but this body is not evidently composed of matter, but is 
non-material, since when He breathes forth the Vedas, there is no matter. 

5 See V.K. 1.3.28—30. 

6 An artha-vdda is the explanation of the meaning of a precept, or eulogism. 

7 The sense of the objection is: All Vedas set forth injunctions or prohibitions 
with regard to action. But besides the texts which directly or explicitly set 
forth the above, there are in the Vedas some texts which are merely indicative, 
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‘That’, ie. Brahman alone, the object of enquiry and the 
cause of the universe, has Scripture for His proof, and not action and 
the rest, since the entire Veda is in concordance in proving Him 
alone. (The word) “ samanvayàt ” is to be explained thus: ‘ Sama- 
nvaya" means concordance in respect of the primary import,—on 
account of that—‘‘ samanvayat”’. Or else, because there is concord- 
ance among the Vedas in point of proving Him alone,—so much in 
brief. 

It cannot be said that such a concordance exists with regard to 
actions, since actions fulfil their purpose by simply giving rise to a 
desire for knowledge.! To say that Brahman is a subsidiary factor 
of sacrifices is a mere childish prattle, since He is an independent 
Being as the regulator of all works, their agents and so on, and their 
instruments; and is the giver of fruits. On the contrary, works 
themselves are in concordance (with regard to Brahman) as assisting 
indirectly the rise of knowledge—which is a means to attaining Him,— 
by way of generating a desire for knowledge.? This is ascertained from 
the text concerning the desire for knowledge.? 

If it be objected: It being established in Scripture that Brahman 
is not an object of the proof, viz. Word, just as He is not an object of 
the proofs, viz. perception and the rest,—Brahman has not Scripture 
as His sole proof,—we reply: Brahman, the object of enquiry, has 
Scripture alone as His proof and not anything else, on account of the 
concordance of all the scriptural texts, directly or indirectly, with 
regard to Him alone. Among these, there is a direct concordance 
among the texts concerning His characteristic marks, proof and the 


and not injunctwe. And, these latter kind of texts are to be explained, not 
literally, but as eulogising the direct injunctive texts and thereby indirectly 
forming & part of injunctions, etc., otherwise the integrity of the Vedas cannot 
be maintained. Hence, the Veddnta-texts too must be taken as not establishing 
Brahman, but as simply extolling the sacrificer by identifying him with the 
Supreme Soul and so on, and as such really concerned with sacrificial acts. 

1 That is, the proper function of karmas is simply to purify the mind, and 
thereby create a desire for knowledge. Karma, thus, is a means and not an end, 
the way to truth and not truth itself. Hence the Veddnia-texts, dealing as they 
do, with the Supreme Truth, cannot be concerned with mere karmas. Vide 
V.P.S, 3.4.26. 

3 Le. knowledge is not an aga of karma, on the contrary, karma is an 
anga of knowledge. Vide V.P.S. 3.4.8. 

3 Viz. Brh. 4.4.22. 
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rest, since they are (directly) concerned with Him; and there is an 
indirect concordance among the texts concerning the Sàndilya-vidyà,! 
the Paficigni-vidya,? the Madhu-vidya 3 and so on, as well as among 
those which are symbolic in nature.* Or rather, there is a direct 
concordance alone among all the texts whatsoever, though leading to 
different procedures,5 since the topics of all these different texts being 
equally Brahman in essence, they are all to be understood in their 
primary and literal sense. It is not to be feared that in that case, 
the texts which are concerned with the denial of the object (viz. 
Brahman) will be precluded,? since they too, as being concerned with 
denying any limit with regard to Brahman's nature, attributes and the 
rest, refer to the very same topic (viz. Brahman).8 


Moreover, we ask your Worship: Do you or do you not mean that 
Brahman is the object of the statement: ‘Brahman is not an object 
of knowledge’? If the first, then Brahman is proved to be describable 
and hence the proposition that He is not describable is set aside. If 
the second, then Brahman is describable all the more. Hence, the 
object of enquiry is Lord Vàsudeva alone, omniscient, possessed of all 
inconceivable powers, the cause of the origin and the rest of the 
universe, known through the evidence of the Veda alone, different 
and non-different from all and the soul of all. All Scriptures are in 
concordance with regard to Him alone—this is the settled conclusion of 
the followers of the Upanisads (viz. the Vedàntins). 


1 Vide Brh. 5.6.1; Chand. 3.14.1-4. 

2 Vide Chand. 5.5.4-10. Also V.K. 3.1.1. 

3 Vide Brh. 2.5.1-19 (whole section); Chand. 3.1-11. 

* Vide e.g. Brh. 5.7-9, etc.; Chand. 3.18-21; 7.1-12, etc. 

5 The sense is that the various kinds of texts may impel a man to different 
procedures. Some may lead a man to meditate on Brahman directly as the self, 
others to meditate on Him as the sun and so on. 

9 That is, even the texts concerning the various meditations and symbols, 
&re to be understood as directly referring to Brahman, i.e. to be interpreted 
literally, and not as referring to Brahman indirectly, i.e. to be interpreted 
figuratively, as suggested before. This modifies the statement made immediately 
before that some texts are direct and primary, some indirect and secondary, and 
takes all to be equally direct and primary. 

7 Viz. ‘Neti, nett’ (Brh. 2.3.6) and so on. 

8 That is, the view that all texts are concerned with Brahman directly in 
no way precludes the negative texts, since these negative texts also are concerned 
with Brahman equally. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


Thus, it has been said that Lord Krsna, the substratum of great 
qualities and powers and the non-distinct material and efficient cause 
of the world, has the Veda alone for His proof. Now, with a view to 
confirming it, the author, by showing the concordance of the entire 
Veda with regard to that very Brahman, refutes the following objection, 
viz.; The entire Veda has been associated with action by Jaimini who 
holds: ‘Since Scripture is concerned with action, there is purport- 
lessness of what does not refer to it (viz. action)’ (Pū. Mi. Sü. 1.2.11). 
Hence, what is not concerned with action being laid down as purport- 
less, the Vedanta-texts, too, all refer to action (otherwise they will all 
become purportless). Consequently, how can Brahman have the Veda 
as His sole proof ? 

The term “but ” disposes of the (above) prima facie view. “That”, 
i.e. Brahman alone, the object of enquiry and the cause of the world, 
has Scripture for His sole proof. Why? “On account of concord- 
ance", i.e. because there is concordance among all the Vedas with 
regard to Him alone. (The word “‘samanvayat”’ is to be explained 
as follows:) ‘“Samanvaya”’ means: ‘Concordance in point of entirety 
of statement',—on account of that,—"samanvay&t", ie. the entire 
Veda is in concordance with regard to denoting Brahman entirely or 
Lord Krsna, the object to be enquired into by one who desires salvation, 
the one identical material and efficient cause of the world, having 
Scripture as His source (i.e. proof), the controller of matter, soul, time 
and works, having His footstool honoured by the crowns (i.e. the bowed 
heads) of Brahmà, Rudra, Indra and the rest, having His greatness 
untouched by any odour of fault, the abode of infinite qualities like 
omniscience and the rest and to be approached by the freed. The 
following groups of texts are in concordance with regard to Him 
alone:—'From whom verily all these beings arise’ (Tait. 3.1), ‘From 
bliss alone, verily, do these beings arise’ (Tait. 3.6), ‘From Him 
arise the vital-breath, the mind, and all the sense-organs’ (Mund. 
2.1.3), ‘“The existent alone, my child, was this in the beginning, 
One only, without a second " (Chand. 6.2.1). “He thought: May I 
be many, may I procreate"' (Chand. 6.2.3), ‘From Narayana arises 
the vital-breath, . . . from Narayana arises Brahma, from 


1 P. 36, vol. 1. 
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Narayana arises Rudra’ (Nar. 1), ‘There was verily, Narayana 
alone, neither Brahma nor [éana (Maha. Up. 1.2), ‘Brahman, verily, 
was this in the beginning, one only’ (Brh. 1.4.10.11). ‘Brahman, 
verily, was this in the beginning; he knew that self alone thus: “I am 
Brahman ”’, ‘From Him arose all this’, ‘The self, verily, was this 
in the beginning, one only’ (Ait. 1.1.1), ‘From this self, verily, the 
ether originated’ (Tait. 2.1), ‘The word which all the Vedas record’ 
(Katha 2.15), ‘That, in regard to which all the Vedas are unanimous’ 
(Tait. Ar. 3.11.11), ‘Entered within, the ruler of man’ (Tait. Ar. 
3.11.1.22), ‘To whom all the gods bow down’, ‘Brahman is truth, 
knowledge and infinite’ (Tait. 2.1), ‘Knowing the bliss of Brahman’ 
(Tait. 2.9), ‘Brahman is knowledge and bliss’ (Brh. 3.9.28), ‘All 
this, verily, is Brahman’ (Chand. 3.14.1), “The self that is free from 
sins, without decay, without death, without grief, without hunger, 
without thirst’ (Chand. 8.7.1.3), “Who is omniscient, all-knowing’ 
(Mund. 1.1.9; 2.2.7), ‘The knower of Brahman attains the highest’ 
(Tait. 2.1), ‘Brahman, verily, is all this’ (Brh. 2.5.1-14, 14 times) 
and so on. 


(Prima facie view.) 


An objection may be raised here:—The entire Veda is but a collec- 
tion of five kinds of texts, called, injunction, prohibition, explanation 
or eulogy, sacred formulae and name.? Of these, ‘One, who desires 
heaven should perform the Jyotistoma * sacrifice’ and so on, are 
injunctive texts. ‘A Bràhmana should not be killed’ and so on, are 
prohibitive texts. ‘The wind, verily, is the quickest deity’ (Tait. 
Sam. 2.1.1 5), and so on are explanations or eulogisms. ‘Oblation to 
you’ (Tait. Sam. 1.1.1), ‘O, heavens, having the fire as your head’ 
(Rg. V. 8.44.16a; 7 Sat. Br. 2.3.4.11a 8), and so on are sacred formule. 
‘Jyotistoma’,® *As$va-medha' 10 and the rest are names,—thus we 
distinguish them. Thus, in the beginning, in the aphorism: “Then, 


1 P. 19. Reading: ' Yatraikan’. 

2 P. 181. 

3 Vidhi, nigedha, artha-vdda, mantra, ndmadheya. 

4 Name of a Soma-sacrifice, consisting divisions, Agnisjoma and the rest. 


M.W., P: 427. 
5 P. 126, lines 1-2, vol. 1. 6 P. 1, line 1, vol. 1. 
7 P. 132, line 7. 8 P. 163, line 16. 


9 See footnote 4, above. 10 The horse-sacrifice. 
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. therefore, an enquiry into religious duties’ (Pū. Mt. Si. 1.1.11), it is 
said that the Veda has meaning as possessing the fruit to be attained 
through the injunctions regarding conceptions which are instrumental 
to the Vedic studies. In the second aphorism which is concerned 
with mark, viz. ‘A religious duty has injunction for its mark’ (Pi. 
Mi. Si. 1.1.22), it is established, on the ground of the vyapti: ‘What- 
ever has the Veda for its proof, refers to action’, that in the sphere 
of religious duties, injunction is the authority. Here a doubt arises 
as. to whether the artha-váda-texts like ‘The wind is the swiftest 
deity’ (Tait. Sam. 2.1.14) are authoritative in the sphere of religious 
duties, or not. With regard to it, the prima facie view is as follows: 
We have a text: ‘Since Scripture is concerned with action, there is 
purportlessness of what does not refer to it (viz. action)’ (Pū. Mt. Si. 
1.2.15). (It means:)—‘Scripture, i.e. the Veda, is ‘kriyartha’, i.e. 
has ‘action’ alone as its ‘purport’, or subject-matter or topic,—for 
this reason, the artha-vada-texts are not authoritative. What then 
are they /—anticipating this question, the text goes on to say that 

‘there is purportlessness of what does not refer to it’, i.e. let there be 
simply ‘purportlessness’ or ‘meaninglessness’ of that which has not 
‘action’ for its ‘purport’, viz. of artha-vada and the rest, and in the 
very same manner, of the Vedanta-texts as well. Even those (Ve- 
dánta-) texts which comprise injunctions regarding study: viz. 'One's 
own text should be studied', cannot be reasonably said to be autho- 
ritative, since they are (really) concerned with Brahman, leading to 
no fruit. (Here ends the prima facie view within the original prima 

facie view.) With regard to this, we state the correct conclusion: 

"Because of their unanimity with the injunctions, let (them be 
authoritative) through having the glorification of injunctions as their 


1 P. l, vol. 1. 

3 P. 3, vol. 1. 

3 That is, the inference is as follows:— 

Whatever has the Veda for its proof, refers to action. 

A religious duty has the Veda for its proof. 

-. & religious duty refers to action, i.e. is concerned with injunctions and 
prohibitions. : 

* P. 1265, lines 1-2, vol. 1. 5 P. 39, vol. 1. 

6 That is, there are some Vedánta-texte, which do refer to action, i.e. to 
injunction, yet they are not to be taken as authoritative, since they really refer 
to Brahman who is outside the sphere of actions and fruits. 
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purport’ (Pū. Mi. Si. 1.2.71). That is, since the artha-vàdas are 
unanimous with the injunctive texts, let them be authoritative 
‘through having glorification as their purport’, i.e. by way of glorifying 
the matters to be enjoined. Similarly, in order to prevent the absolute 
purportlessness of the Vedànta-texts which are wanting in injunction 
and prohibition and teach an accomplished object (viz. Brahman), it 
is reasonable to take them too as indirectly connected with action,— 
which is something to be accomplished,—as included under the 
very mantras and artha-vàdas, since they (viz. the Vedanta-texts) 
admit injunctions regarding the study of the Veda. But if they be 
taken to be independent (of action) they would lead to no fruit, and 
hence they must be understood to have fulfilled their purpose through 
establishing the agent, who is a part of a sacrifice (and not to be 
independent of action). Among these, the texts concerning the 
‘that’ (viz. Brahman) and ‘thou’ (viz. the individual soul)? glorify 
the deity and the agent of the sacrificial act; and the knowledge 
concerning it (viz. the ‘that’) called the ‘higher knowledge’,’ glorify 
the fruit. (Thus, we conclude:) The Vedànta-texts are not concerned 
with Brahman, but are like the artha-vàda-texts, since they are con- 
cerned with proclaiming the excellence of the agent, who is a subordi- 
nate factor in a sacrifice. (Here ends the original prima facie view.*) 


(Author's conclusion.) 


To this we reply: 5 No, because this is a mere imagination, in- 
vented by you ; and because (on the contrary), works, being generative 
of knowledge which is a means to salvation, indirectly refer to Brahman 
alone, as declared by the scriptural text:—' The Braéhmanas desire 
to know this self through the study of the Veda, through sacrifice, 
through penance, through fasting' (Brh. 4.4.22). Here, if in the 
statement ‘They desire to. know through sacrifice’, there be a direct 
connection of the instrument, viz. ‘sacrifice’, with the meaning of the 
root,® as in the sentence ‘He desires to go by the horse’, then the 
sacrificial act should be known to be serving the purpose of knowledge 
(i.e. helping the rise of knowledge), and thereby referring to Brahman. 


1 P. 42, vol. 1. 

2 Cf. the famous text ‘Thou art that’ (Chand. 6.8.7, etc.). 

3 Vide e.g. Mund. 1.1.4-5. 

4 It began on p. 35. 

$ 'The correct conclusion begins here. 6 Viz. ‘vid’=to know. 
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If, on the other hand, owing to the primacy of the desiderative suffix,! 
there be a connection with the meaning of the suffix, it should be known 
to be serving the purpose of desire, (i.e. helping the rise of a desire 
for knowledge), to be a subordinate factor of knowledge through 
that desire and to be referring to Brahman thereby. And, the fact 
that action is a part of knowledge will be stated under the aphorism: 
* And, there is dependence on all, on account of the text concerning 
sacrifice, as in the case of a horse’ (Br. Si. 3.4.26). 

It cannot be said, also, that the reality to be known from the 
Vedanta (viz. Brahman) is a subordinate factor of sacrifices,—since 
He is self-dependent as the controller of all works, their agents and 
their instruments. Nor can it be said that the  Vedànta-texts are 
subsidiary parts of injunctions like the artha-vàdas, since the former 
have been referred to in a different context and are not in proximity to 
injunctions. Nor can it be said that the Vedanta-texts lead to no fruit, 
teaching, as they do, something which is neither an injunction nor a 
prohibition,—since the knowledge of Brahman, who is to be known 
from the Vedanta, leads to a supremely excellent fruit, viz. salvation. 

If it be said: As we read in texts like ‘ Undecaying, verily, is the 

ood deed of one who performs the Cātur-māsya 2 sacrifice’ (Ap. 

$.8.1.1.1 8) that works too have the same fruit like it (viz. knowledge), 
80 there is nothing objectionable (in taking the scriptural texts) to be 
referring to works,— 

(We reply :) No, because the scriptural text: ‘Just as here, the 
world gained through work perishes, so. exactly does hereafter the 
world gained through merit perish’ (Chand. 8.1.64) is of a greater 
force; is in conformity with the inference, viz. ‘The world gained 
through mere work is non-permanent, because it is gained through 
work alone, as in the case of tilling and the rest’; and is confirmed by 
another scriptural text as well, viz. ‘ Frail, indeed, are these boats 
of sacrifices’ (Mund. 1.2.7); because the text: ‘ Undecaying, verily ' 
(Ap. S.S. 8.1.1) and so on is a weaker one; and because it is improper 
to (take the scriptural texts) to be referring to works, which form 
the object of such texts wanting in force. On the other hand, the 


1 Viz. ‘san’, implying ‘desire’. 

2 See footnote 2, p. 5. 9 P. l, vol. 1. 

* Correct quotation: ‘Karma-cita’ and not ‘karma-jita’, which is translated 
here. Vide Chand. 8.1.6, p. 415. 
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texts: ‘ Those who know this, become immortal’ (Brh. 4.4.14; Katha 
6.2.9; Svet. 3.1.10.13; 4.17.20), ‘ The knower of Brahman attains the 
highest ’ (Tait. 2.1), are not contradicted by any scriptural text, and 
cannot be set aside by a thousand inferences. Further, the text: 
‘Undecaying, indeed’ and so on (Ap. S.S. 8.1.1) is not really set 
aside, since it refers to the relative (permanence of works) 1, and since 
the holy Bhagavata-smrti (i.e. the Bhigavad-gitaé), which is a version 
of the Veda, is the authority in both the cases (viz. regarding the non- 
permanence of karma, and the permanence of Brahman) thus:— 
‘“ The worlds, beginning from the world of Brahman, come and go, 
O Arjuna ! But, on attaining me, O Son of Kunti! there is no re-birth’’’ 
(Gita 8.16). | 

If it be objected: It may be that the Upanisadic portion is somehow 
or other concerned with Brahman, since we see it to be so. But the 
prior portion (viz. the Karma-kanda) is known from the texts: ‘ He 
performs the Agnihotra? as long as he lives’, ‘One who desires 
heaven should perform the Jyotistoma sacrifice’ (Ap. 8.8. 10.2.1) 
and so on, to fulfil its purpose by enjoining obligatory and optional 
works and the rest; and hence how can they be concerned with 
Brahman ?— 

(We reply:) Not so. The entire Veda is concerned only with 
Brahman, and although some part of it is found to refer to action 
somehow, its complete concordance is found in Brahman alone. 
Among these the Upanisadic portion refers directly to Brahman, 
directly concerned, as it is, with demonstrating His nature, attributes 
and the rest. Among these, again, the statements of difference refer 
to Brahman by way of being concerned with the nature of the sentient, 
the non-sentient and Brahman; the statements of non-difference, by 
being concerned with proving that everything has Brahman for its 
essence; the statements of creation and the rest, by being concerned 
with proving attributes like creatorship and the rest; the statements 
that Brahman is non-qualified, by being concerned with the denial 
of the qualities due to maya; the statements that Brahman is qualified, 
by being concerned with proving the natural qualities of the Lord; 


1 That is, this text simply shows that the deeds of one who performs the 
Cátur-mdeya sacrifice are relatively more permanent than the deeds of one who 
does not, and not that they are absolutely permanent. 

2 Sacrificing to Agni. Cf. Athar. V. 6.97.1, p. 130. 
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and the statements like: ‘That which is not manifested through 
speech’ (Kena 1.4), by being concerned with proving that Brahman 
is not limited by so-muchness. 

The texts, concerned with the daily and occasional duties,! too, 
refer to Brahman alone, by way of effecting the purification of the 
nature of the person entitled (to the study of Brahman) and being 
thereby co-operative towards the rise of knowledge and so. on concern- 
ing Brahman; while (the texts) concerned with the optional duties,” 
by way of being an atomic bit of the bliss of Brahman, since the text: 
‘Other beings subsist on a portion only of His bliss alone’ (Brh. 
4.3.32) declares even worldly pleasure to be an atomic portion of the 
bliss of Brahman. Moreover, the optional duties are in concordance 
(with regard to Brahman), since they are concerned with the knowledge 
of Brahman by way of giving rise to a pure body, like that of a god 
and the rest, entitled to salvation. Moreover, just as in accordance 
with the maxim of ‘connection and disconnection',? curd, used in 
connection with daily duties (nitya),—as laid down in the passage: 
‘He performs a sacrifice with curd’,—brings about the attainment 
of objects of sense,—as laid down in the passage: ‘One who desires 
for objects of sense should perform a sacrifice with curd' (Tait. Br. 
2.1.5.6 4),—so the sacrificial acts, though bringing about heaven and 
the rest, should yet be known to be serving the purpose (i.e. helping 
the rise) of knowledge.5 And (finally) texts like: ‘Golden right from 
the tip of His nails’ (Chand. 1.6.65) refer to Brahman as being 
concerned with His divine body. 

Or else, since the entire mass of objects has Brahman for its 
essence, the mass of texts, denoting them, directly refer to Him.’ 


every day; while the occasional or naimittaka karmas are the ceremony in honour 
of the dead and so on, to be performed on special occasions. Both of these kinds 
are obligatory. 

2 The optional or kdmya karmas are sacrifices and the rest, undertaken with 
special objects in view, viz. heaven and the rest. 

3 A term applied to express the disconnection of what is optional from what 
is a necessary constituent of anything. Vide Pū. Mi. Sü. 4.3.5, and Sabara’s 
commentary, pp. 493 and ff., vol. 1. i : 


4 P. 180, line 3, vol. 2. 6 Vide V.K. 3.4.26. 
6 Correct quotation ‘Apranakhdt sarva eva suvarnah’. Vide Chand. 
1.6.6, p. 43. 


? That is, instead of the laborious explanation given above, it is simpler to 
accept this alternative explanation. 
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Hence it is established that the entire Veda is in concordance 
with regard to Brahman alone or Lord Krsna the Highest Person, 
omniscient, possessing infinite natural and inconceivable powers, 
the cause of the world, and different and non-different from the sentient 
and the non-sentient, as declared by the Lord Himself in the passage: 
‘“ By all the Vedas, I alone am to be known”’’ (Gita 15.15). 

The four aphorisms constituting the basis of Scripture are hereby 
explained. This treatise (viz. the Vedanta) is but an expounding of 
these. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘Concordance’ (4). 


Here ends the explanation of the four aphorisms in the first 
quarter of the first chapter in the commentary Vedanta-kaustubha, 
composed by the reverend teacher Srinivasa, the incarnation of the 
Paficajanya and dwelling under the lotus-feet of the reverend Lord 
Nimbàditya, the founder of the sect of the reverend Sanatkumara. 


Adhikarana 5: The section entitled ‘He sees’. 
(Sütras 5-12) 
SUTRA 5 


“BECAUSE (THE CREATOR OF THE WORLD) SEES, (PRADHANA IS) 
NOT (THE CAUSE OF THE WORLD) (SINCE) IT IS NON-SCRIPTURAL." 


Vedànta-pàrijata-saurabha 


But pradhàna, admitted by the Sàmkhyas, is “non-scriptural”’, 
i.e. is devoid of scriptural evidence. Hence it is "not" the cause of 
the world, as in Scripture seeing, which is à characteristic of a sentient 
being, is predicated of the cause of the world. 


Vedàanta-kaustubha 


Thus, it has been pointed out that Brahman, great in attributes, 
powers and nature, omniscient, and the one object of all the Vedas, 
is the cause of the origin and the rest of the world. Now, the Sàm- 
khyas,—who hold that Brahman is not the cause of the world, since 
He is of a dissimilar form; while the non-sentient pradhàna, consisting 
of the three gunas, is the cause of the world, since it is of a form 
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similar to the effect,—also relate the Vedánta-texts like ‘‘‘The 
existent, alone, my dear, was this in the beginning" (Chand. 6.2.1) 
and so on, to it alone (viz. pradhàna). The reverend author of the 
aphorisms is now refuting this view. 

Pradhana, which is derived through inference,! is not fit to be 
the cause of the origin and the rest of the world. Why? Because 
it is ‘‘non-scriptural’’, ie. that with regard to which there is no 
“word”, i.e. Scripture, as authority. This adjective denotes the reason. 

If it be objected that in the Chandogya, pradhana is meant by 
the term ‘existent’ in the passage: ' '' The existent alone, my dear, 
was this in the beginning "' (Chand. 6.2.1). Hence, how can it be 
said that pradhana is non-scriptural?—we reply: “ Because (the 
creator) sees", i.e. because from the text, beginning: ''' Existent 
alone, my dear, was this in the beginning "' ' (Chand. 6.2.1), and con- 
tinuing: ‘ He thought, “‘ May I be many, may I procreate ”’ (Chand. 
6.2.3), we find that the creator of the world perceives. The same 
thing is mentioned in the Aitareya as well in the passage: ' The self, 
verily, was this in the beginning, one only. Nothing else was apparent. 
He thought: ‘‘ Let me create worlds". He created these worlds’ 
(Ait. 1.1.1). Here the word “sees”, denotative of the root, must be 
understood, by indirect application, to be referring to 'seeing', which 
is the meaning of the root. 'Seeing' means deliberating, i.e. deter- 
mination; and that, being the attribute of a conscious being, is not 
appropriate on the part of the pradhàna. Hence, pradhàna, devoid 
of perception, is not mentioned by Scripture. Accordingly, it has 
been rightly said by his Holiness that it is “non-scriptural’’. There- 
fore, it is neither the cause of the world, nor knowable through the 
Veda. 

It cannot be said also that pradhàna possesses the power of 
knowledge through its attribute of sattva, and as such, perceiving is 
appropriate on its part,—since it is impossible that a non-sentient 
Substance and a non-sentient attribute can possess knowledge, and 
be knowledge (respectively). Nor should it be said that this is appro- 
priate through the connection of pradhàna with puruga,—because 
there being (at hand) Brahman, mentioned before and possessed of 


1 That is, we cannot directly perceive the primary matter, but we argue 
that every effect must have & cause, that cause too another cause and so on, and 
thus finally, we must admit a primary cause which has no cause. This is the 


pradhána. 
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ever-present knowledge, as a simple (explanation of the fact in hand),— 
it involves unnecessary complications to drag in something which is 
the substratum of knowledge, only through its conjunction with 
another, (and not by itself); because such a view is utterly negligible; 
and, finally because during its state of equilibrium, it does not possess 
that attribute.1 So stop labouring the point. Hence, the cause 
corresponding to the effect, viz. the cause of the origin and the rest 
of the world, is none but Brahman, who is denoted by the term 
‘existent’ and is capable of perceiving, possessed as He is of natural, 
inconceivable and infinite powers, as declared by the scriptural text: 
‘Supreme is His powers, declared to be of various kinds, and natural 
is the action of His knowledge and power’ (Svet. 6.8.) and so on. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


N 


Reading and interpretation same, but Samkara develops, in this 
connection, his doctrine of upadhi, or limiting adjunct, viz.—that 
there is really nothing besides Brahman, the individual soul and the 
rest being due to the limiting adjuncts of body, and the rest, like the 
all-pervading ether, limited by pots and the rest. Hence difference is 
mithyà through and through.? 


Ramanuja 
Reading and interpretation same, but Ramanuja also develops 


his own view, viz. that the universe of the sentient and the non- 
sentient constitutes the body of the Lord.’ 


Baladeva 


Reading same, interpretation different,—viz. ‘ Because (Brahman 
is) seen (i.e. designated by Scripture), (He is) not inexpressible '.* 


——————— M a A E AE RE SN 


1 That is, if knowledge arises through the pre-dominance of the sativa-guna, 
then prior to creation, all the gunas being in a state of equilibrium, no knowledge 
can arise in pradhána. 

2 S.B. 1.1.5, p. 203. 

3 Sri. B. 1.1.5, p. 160, Part 1. 

4 G.B. 1.1.5, pp. 40-47, Chap. 1. 
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SUTRA 6 


* IF IT BE SAID THAT (THE WORD ‘ SEEING’ IN THE ABOVE CHAN- 
DOGYA-TEXT) IS SECONDARY, (THEN WE REPLY) No, BECAUSE OF 
THE TERM ‘SELF’ (BEING APPLIED TO THE CAUSE OF THE WORLD).” 


Vedanta -parijata-saurabha 


It is not reasonable to say that the ‘seeing’ is (only) “secondary ’’. 
Why? “On account of the term ‘self ’.’’ 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Anticipating the objection, viz.— 

As we often find the metaphorical transference of the qualities 
of a sentient being to non-sentient objects like a bank or tilling, 
e.g. when referring to a bank about to fall, it is said: ‘The bank is 
about to fall',! or when referring to the tilling of dry soil, it is said: 
‘Tilling is awaiting rain’; and as we read in Scripture about perception 
on the part of non-sentient objects like water and light, in the passages: 
‘That light perceived’ (Chand. 6.2.3), ‘Those waters perceived’ 
(Chand. 6.2.4),—there may very well be a metaphorical perception 
on tHe part of pradhàna in the very same manner,—the author disposes 
of it here. 

If it be said that the attribute of perception, belonging to pradhana 
is "secondary", (we reply:) “No.” Why? “On account of the 
term ‘self’’’, i.e. on account of the scriptural mention of the term ‘self’ 
which establishes the absence of perception on the part of pradhàna. 
Thus, if by taking the term ‘existence’ to mean the non-sentient 
pradhàna, a metaphorical perception be admitted on its part, then in 
the texts: ‘All this has that for its self, that is true, that is the self ' 
(Chand. 0.7.8; 6.9.4; 6.10.3; 6.11.3; 0.12.3; 6.13.3; 6.14.3; 0.15.3; 
6.16.3), the term ‘self’ must refer to the non-sentient substance, which. 
is the meaning of the terms 'existent' and 'perceiver', mentioned 
before in the texts: ‘“‘The existent, alone, my dear!” ' (Chand. 6.2.1), 
‘He perceived’ (Chand. 6.2.3). That is, on the view,. viz. ‘He alone 
is the existent and the perceiver, the self which is pradhana’,—the 
identity between the terms ‘existent’ and the rest denoting the non- 
sentient and bearing a different sense and the term ‘self’ denoting the 


1 Here the desiderative suffix does not imply ‘wish’ but ‘imminent danger’ 
(aéamka), in accordance with K.V.S. 1707 quoted in SD.K. 2622, pp. 335, vol. 2. 
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Supreme Self and bearing a different sense, will involve a contradiction, 
it being impossible for the term ‘self’ denotative of the Supreme Lord, 
to refer to pradhina. Hence, to say that the perception is even meta- 
phorical is unreasonable. And owing to the entering of the Deity 
(into them), (the perception) on the part of water and light is not 
metaphorical 1—this is the sum and substance. 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


Reading same, interpretation different, viz.— If it be said (that 
the creator of the world is) the gauna (or the Saguna Brahman, 
connected with the gunas of prakrti, possessing the sattva guna as his 
vesture), (then we reply,) No, on account of the term "self". That is, 
the term ‘self’ has been used in Scripture in connection with the 
creator of the world, and this term can be applied only to the infinite 
Nirguna Brahman, unconnected with the gunas of prakrti.? 


SÜTRA 7 


*(PRADHANA CANNOT BE MEANT BY THE TERM ‘SELF’,) BECAUSE 
SALVATION IS TAUGHT OF ONE WHO RELIES UPON THAT." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


As salvation, characterized by the attainment of His (i.e. Brah- 
man’s) nature, is taught of a knower, who relies on the cause, the 
meaning of the terms ‘existent’, ‘perceiver’, ‘self’ and the rest,— 
so pradhàna cannot be denoted by the terms ‘existent’ and ‘self’. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. in that case, let the term ‘self’ stand equally 
for the sentient and the non-sentient, like the term ‘light’® which 


gee CTR A PS EY os 


1 That is, it is not water or fire that really perceives, but the Lord who has 
entered into them, as mentioned in the passage: ' That Divinity thought:— 
“Come, let me enter these three divinities’’ (i.e, fire, water and food)' and so 
on. (Chand. 0.3.2.) 

2 G.B. 1.1.6 (p. 48, Chap. 1.). 

8 Jyotis. 
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denotes equally a sacrifice! and fire; hence, no inconsistency is in- 
volved here,—the reverend Büdarüyana replies here: 

The non-sentient pradhina is not the object denoted by the term 
‘self’. Why? “Because salvation is taught of one who relies on 
Him" i.e. of one who has reliance (or devotion), otherwise called 
‘meditation’, with regard to Him, i.e. with regard to one who is 
denoted by the terms ‘existent’ and the rest, who is a perceiver and 
who is the creator of fire, water and food.? Thus, after having 
taught an investigation, by one who is desirous of salvation, into the 
effect as consisting of the Cause (viz. Brahman) in essence, in the text: 
‘Thou art that’ (Chand. 6.8.7; 6.9.8; 6.10.3; 6.11.3; 6.12.3; 6.13.3; 6.14.3; 
6.15.3; 6.16.3), Scripture goes on to teach salvation, characterized 
by the attainment of the nature of Brahman, in the text: 'For him 
there is delay, so long as I am not freed, then I shall attain (Brahman)' 
(Chand. 6.14.2). (The meaning of this text is:) So long as a person, 
who desires for salvation, is not freed from his body and is impeded, 
being compelled to undergo the fruits of works which have already 
begun to produce results, there is delay for him; but when the fruits 
of works will be fully enjoyed, he will attain the nature of Brahman 
at once, owing to the absence of impediments. The use of the first 
person in both the cases, viz. ‘I shall be free’, and ‘I shall attain’ 
should be known to be implying the third person in accordance with 
Vedic use. 

If in the text ‘He is the Self’ (Chand. 6.8.7, etc.), the term ‘self’ 
is to refer to pradhàna, then in the text ‘Thou art that’ (Chand. 
6.8.7, etc.), the very same thing must be referred to by the term ‘that’. 
Hence the text: ‘Thou art that’ would mean: ‘Thou hast pradhàna 
for thy soul’, whereby a great mishap would take place, since through 
the meditation: ‘I have the non-sentient as my soul’, one would be 
obstructed from salvation for ever. In the present case, on the other 
‘hand, Brahman, having the stated characteristics, is denoted by the 
term ‘that’; and the meaning of the term ‘thou’ is the individual soul, 
His part, otherwise called His power, and possessed of the stated 
marks. Here, between the part and the whole, there is a relation of 
difference and non-difference,—well-known everywhere in ordinary 
life and in the Veda,—as between the attribute and its substratum. 


1 Viz. Jyotisjoma. 
2 This explains the compound: ‘tan-nisthasya’. 
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Although the individual soul is different from Brahman in nature, 
it is also non-different from Him, having no existence and activity 
apart from Him. On account of being enveloped by the beginningless 
maya, the individual soul has no knowledge of such a non-difference. 
Hence it is said ‘Thou art that’, i.e. you are non-different from the 
object denoted by the term ‘that’. Even during the state of salvation, 
one who has attained the nature of Brahman is of a different nature 
(from Brahman), but should yet be known to be non-different from 
Him, because of having no existence and activity separately from Him; 
because from the text: “He attains the highest identity’ (Mund. 
3.1.3) we learn that Brahman alone is one that is to be approached, 
while the individual soul only one that approaches; and, finally, because 
we find the words ‘together with’ in the text: ‘He enjoys all objects 
of desire together with Brahman, the all-knowing’ (Tait. 2.1). Hence, 
Brahman, alone is denoted by the terms ‘existent’, ‘self’ and the rest. 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


Reading same, interpretation different—viz:—‘(The creator of 
the world is not the Saguna Brahman, but the Nirguna Brahman }), 
for salvation is taught of him who relies on Him (viz. the Nirguna 
Brahman) ’.? 


SUTRA 8 


“AND (PRADHANA CANNOT BE DENOTED BY THE TERMS 
‘EXISTENT’, ‘SELF’ AND THE REST), BECAUSE THERE IS NO 
(SCRIPTURAL) STATEMENT OF ITS HAVING TO BE ABANDONED.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


That the non-sentient substance, taught by the terms ‘existent’ 
and the rest and to be abandoned in salvation, is to be abandoned, as 
well as the purpose of the teaching 3 ought to have been pointed out 


1 For the explanation of the terms Saguna and Nirguna, see G.B. 

2 G.B. 1.1.7, pp. 49-50, Chap. 1. 

3 That is, if pradhána be denoted by the terms ‘existent’, ‘self’ and the 
rest, then evidently, such a self, etc., cannot serve the purpose of salvation. 
Hence there must be some other purpose for the teaching of pradhána, since 
Scripture does not teach anything which does not fulfil an end. But there is no 
indication in Scripture what this other purpose is. 


fst. 1. 1. 8. 
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by Scripture, omniscient and the well-wisher of men. Because of the 
absence of these two kinds of texts, pradhàna is not denoted by the 
terms ‘existent’ and the like. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


If the non-sentient pradhana alone were taught as that which is 
denoted by the terms ‘existent’, ‘perceiver’ and the like, then, in 
order to prevent reliance upon that, Scripture, omniscient, well- 
wishing, and intending to instruct Brahman, should have told that 
it is to be rejected, just as a mother says to her son, about to take 
something not good, ‘Son, this is not good’. But there is no statement 
that it is to be rejected; on the contrary, an identity with it is taught 
in the passage: “Thou art that’ (Chand. 6.8.7; 6.9.8; 6.10.3; 6.11.3; 
6.12.3; 6.13.3; 6.14.3; 6.15.3; 6.16.3). The term “and” is meant for 
including (another reason, viz.) the absence of statement indicating 
the purpose of such a teaching. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


Reading same, interpretation same on the whole. Only, while 
Nimbarka interprets the term “Ca” to mean ‘the purpose of such a 
teaching’, Samkara takes it to mean ‘the contradiction of the initial 
proposition’, viz. the cause being known, the effects are also known.! 
Evidently, through the knowledge of the non-sentient pradhàna, there 
can be no knowledge of the sentient souls. Hence pradhàna cannot 
be the cause of the universe. 


Raméanuja 
Reading and interpretation same. He gives no special meaning 
of the term “ca”, but takes it to mean simply ‘also’, and not a second 


reason.3 
Bhaskara 


Reading and interpretation same on the whole. Bhaskara inter- 
prets this sütra exactly after Samkara, taking the term “ca” to mean 
‘contradiction of the initial proposition '.* 


1 Vide Chand. 6.1. 2 S.B. 1.1.8, p. 209. 
3 Sri. B. 1.1.6, p. 163, vol. 1. * Bh. B. 1.1.8, p. 23. 
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Baladeva 


Reading same, interpretation different, viz. ‘And because there 
is no statement of the rejectibility (of the Saguna Brahman)’. That 
is, Scripture declares the inferiority and worthlessness of all saguna 
objects, or objects connected with the gunas of prakrti, viz. all worldly 
objects. Hence, if the Saguna Brahman were the creator of the world, 
then Scripture would have designated him as inferior and fit to be 
rejected.! 


SÜTRA 9 


““(PRADHANA CANNOT BE THE CAUSE OF THE WORLD), ON ACCOUNT 
OF THE CONTRADICTION OF THE INITIAL PROPOSITION.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Moreover, “on account of the contradiction of the initial proposi- 
tion” as well, viz. through the knowledge of one, there is the know- 
ledge of all 2, —the doctrine of the causality of the non-sentient is not 
right. 

Vedanta-kaustubha 


Pradhana is not the cause of the world. Why? ‘On account 
of the contradiction of the initial proposition", viz. that through the 
knowledge of one, there is the knowledge of all. Thus, the scriptural 
text ‘‘‘Did you ask for that instruction whereby the unheard becomes 
heard, the unthought becomes thought, the unknown becomes 
known?" “What is that instruction, my reverend Sir?’’’ (Chand. 
6.1.2-3), introduces the doctrine that through the knowledge of one, 
there is the knowledge of all, and this will be contradicted. Although, 
through the knowledge of pradhàna, there may be knowledge of its 
effects, yet the proposition that there is knowledge of all the effects, 
consisting of the sentient and the non-sentient, is not established, 
since the sentient not being the effect of pradhàna, its knowledge is 
not possible (through the knowledge of pradhàna). 


1 G.B. 1.1.8, pp. 50-51, Chap. 1. 
2 Vide Chand. 6.1. 


4 
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COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


This sūtra is not found in their commentaries. The argument 
contained herein is included by them, as we have seen, in the previous 
sutra. 

Baladeva 


This sūtra is not found in his commentary as well. 


SÜTRA 10 


"(BRAHMAN ALONE CAN BE THE CAUSE OF THE WORLD), ON 
ACCOUNT OF (THE INDIVIDUAL SOUL'S) ENTRANCE INTO ITSELF 
(DURING DEEP SLEEP)." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


As it is impossible that the object,—mentioned in the passage 
referring to the cause of the world which is denoted by the term 
‘existent’, viz. ‘ Understand from me, my dear, the stato of deep sleep. 
When & person sleeps here, as we say, my dear, then he has become 
united with the Existent’ (Chand. 6.8.11), can be understood as a 
non-sentient cause,? it 1s reasonable to hold that Brahman alone is the 
cause of the world. 

Vedanta-kaustubha 


On account of the (soul’s) “entrance”, i.e. dissolution, into 
* itself ’’,3 i.e. into its own cause, viz. Brahman, introduced in the text: 
‘“ The existent alone, my dear!” ’ (Chànd. 6.2.1), Brahman alone 
is denoted by the terms ‘existent’ and the rest, and not pradhàna. 
If it be the cause, then the text concerning dissolution would be 
contradicted. Thus, there is a scriptural text to this effect, viz. 


1 S.R. Bh. Sk. 

2 A slightly different reading is given in the C.S.S. ed.—which, when 
translated, is as follows:—As the ‘entering’, which relates to a sentient being 
and is mentioned in the passage referring to the cause of the world, denoted by 
the term ‘existent '—viz. ‘Understand from me, my dear, . . .’ is possible 
in the case of Brahman alone, etc. (P. 3.) 

3 This explains the word ‘svdpyaydt’. 
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‘“ When this person sleeps here, as we say, my dear, then he has 
become united with the Existent, he has entered into his own. Hence 
they say of him “ He sleeps’’, for he has entered into his own "'' (Chand. 
6.8.1). There is also another scriptural text, viz. ‘ Just as a man, when 
embraced by his dear wife, knows nothing external or internal, so 
this person, when embraced. by the intelligent soul, knows nothing 
external or internal’ (Brh. 4.3.21). 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sūtra 9 in his commentary. Reading different—viz. 
‘Svapyat’. Interpretation too different, viz. ‘(The creator of the 
world is not the Saguna Brahman), because the Creator merges into 
himself, (not so the Saguna Brahman, who merges into something 
other than himself).’ 1 


SOTRA 11 


“ (BRAHMAN ALONE IS THE CAUSE OF THE WORLD), ON ACCOUNT 
OF THE UNIVERSALITY OF KNOWING (HIM AS THE CAUSE)." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


As a sentient cause is known from all the Vedantas, the doctrine 
of a non-sentient cause is untenable. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


For this reason too, pradhana is not denoted by the term ‘existent’, 
viz. on account of the universality of ‘knowing’, i.e. apprehending. 
One sentient cause of the world being known from all the Upanisads, 
the sentient Brahman alone is the cause of the origin and the rest of 
the world. Nor, again, even the slightest inconsistency is found in 
the Vedàntas, such as, in some places a sentient cause is taught, in 
others a non-sentient. The sense is that if here a non-sentient object 
be understood by the term ‘existent’, the multitude of texts, speaking 
of a sentient cause, will come to be contradicted. 


1 G.B. 1.1.9, pp. 51-52, Chap. 1. 


[sC. 1. 1. 12. 
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COMPARISON 
Rámanuja 


Reading same. Interpretation too is same, since although 
according to Ràmànuja, the word ‘ gati’ means ‘ pravrtti ' or primary 
meaning and not ‘avagati’ or apprehension as held by Nimbarka, yet 
the ultimate meaning is the same, viz. the meaning or import of all 
the scriptural texts is uniform, i.e. from all of them Brahman alone 
is known and nothing else, and hence Brahman alone is the cause. 


Srikantha 


Reading same, interpretation different. He connects this sutra 
more particularly with the preceding one, thus: ‘On account of the 
universality of knowing (the term “ existent” as denoting the Supreme 
Lord)’. That is, just as in this Upanisad, viz. the Chandogya, the 
term ‘existent’ implies the Lord, and none else, so in all other Upani- 
sads as well. Hence it can never stand for pradhàna. According to 
him also, thus, the word ' gati’ means ' avagati '.? 


Baladeva 


This is sütra 10 in this commentary. Reading same, interpre- 
tation different, viz.—' On account of the universality of knowing 
(the Nirguna Brahman from all Scriptures)’. That is, Scripture 
uniformly teaches the Nirguna Brahman, and never the Saguna. 
Hence the Nirguna Brahman alone is the cause of the world. Accord- 
ing to him also, the term ‘ gati’ means ‘ avagati '.3 


SUTRA 12 


"(BRAHMAN ALONE IS THE CAUSE OF THE WORLD), ALSO BECAUSE 
THIS IS DEFINITELY STATED IN SCRIPTURE." 
/ 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 
Hence, the causality of the Universal Lord,—a sentient Being, 
denoted by the terms ‘existent’ and the rest, omniscient, and the 


1 Sri. B. 1.1.11, p. 165, vol. 1. 
2 $K. B. 1.1.11, p. 202, Part 3. 
3 G.B. 1.1.10, p. 53, Chap. 1. 
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controller of all,—being definitely stated in Scripture, pradhàna can 
by no means be accepted as such a cause. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


(Brahman alone is the cause of the world), because in this Upanisad 
(viz. Chandogya) that which is denoted by the term ‘ existent’ “ is 
definitely stated ’’ to be the cause of all as the self of all, in the passage: 
* All this, verily, is from the self’ (Chand. 7.26.1); and also because,— 
as denoted by the term “and’’,—thoe same thing is mentioned in 
other Upanisads too. Thus, there is a passage in the mantra-upanisad 
of the Svetdévataras: ‘ Who is a knower, the time of time and omnis- 
cient’ (Svet. 6.2.16), ‘ He is the cause, tho Lord of the lord of sonse- 
organs. Of him there is no progenitor, nor lord’ (Svet. 6.9). 
The Kausitakins declare: ‘ From this self all the vital-breaths depart 
to their respective places, from the vital-breaths the gods, from tho 
gods the worlds’ (Kaus. 3.3 ; 4.20). Similarly, in other places too. 
We stop here for fear of increasing the bulk of the book. Henco, the 
non-sentient pradhàna, which is an object of inference,? is not the 
cause of the world, since it is unfit to be the cause of collocation 
without an intelligent ruler; and because if pradhàna be admitted to 
have the power of being such a ruler, you come over to our side.3 
On the contrary, it is established that Lord Krsna, denoted by the 
words ‘Brahman’ and the rest, the one topic of all the Vedas, omnis- 
cient, omnipotent, the non-distinct material and efficient cause of the 
world, and denoted by the term ‘existent’, is the cause of the world.* 


Here ends the section entitled ‘ He sees’ (5). 


1 Correct quotation: ‘ Kérand-dhipddhipah’, which is translated here. Vide 
Svot. 6.9. 

2 See footnote 1, p. 42. 

3 That is, then pradhdna will become Brahman, and cease to be non-sentient, 
as held by tho Sdmkhyas. 

4 Note the difference between the interpretations of Nimbdarka and Srinivasa. 
According to Nimbarka, the word ‘ érutatvdt’ means: ‘ because this is mentioned 
in Seripture', and he attaches no special and separate meaning to the word 
‘Ca’. But according to Srinivasa, the word ‘srutatvāt’ means: ‘because this 
is mentioned in this Upanisad (viz. Chándogya)', and the word ‘Ca’ means: 
‘because this is mentioned in other Upanigads (viz. Svetdsvatara, Kausitaki and 
the rest) ’. 


[sO. 1. 1. 13. 
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COMPARISON 
Ramanuja 


Reading and interpretation same. Ramanuja points out in 
conclusion that this adhikarana is also a refutation of the theory of 
the Nirguna Brahman, since it asserts ‘ perceiving’ or ‘ willing’ on 
the part of the creator of the world, and ‘willing’ means being 
possessed of the quality of intelligence.1 


Baladeva 


This is sütra 11 in his commentary. Reading same, interpretation 
different, viz. ‘ And because (the Nirguna Brahman) is mentioned in 
Scripture’. That is, Scripture proves the Nirguna Brahman to be 
the creator, and not the Saguna Brahman.? 

The difference is that while according to Nimbàrka (and others 
too), this section is concerned with the question as to whether Brahman 
or pradhàna is the creator of the world, according to Baladeva, the 
question is as to whether the Nirguna Brahman or the Saguna Brahman 
is the creator of the world. 


Adhikarana 6: The section entitled ‘That which 
consists of bliss'. (Sütras 13-20) 


SÜTRA 13 


* (BRAHMAN IS) THAT WHICH CONSISTS OF BLISS, ON ACCOUNT OF 
REPETITION."' 


Vedànta-pàrijáta-saurabha 


“That which consists of bliss’ is the Supreme Soul alone, but not 
the individual soul. Why? On account of the repetition (in Scrip- 
ture) of the word ‘bliss’ with reference to the Highest Self. 


Vedünta-kaustubha 


Thus, by way of refuting the doctrine of pradhàna, it has been 
shown that scriptural texts like ‘‘‘ The existent alone, my dear!"' 


1 Sri. B. 1.1.12, p. 166, vol. 1. 
2 G.B. 1.1.11, pp. 54-55, Chap. 1. 
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(Chand. 6.2.1) and the rest, all refer to Brahman. Now, the author 
is showing that the texts about that which consists of bliss and the 
rest also refer to Brahman who, as possessed of unsurpassed bliss, 
is different in nature from the class of sentient beings also. 

In the Taittiriya, four sheaths, viz. that which consists of food, 
that which consists of the vital-breath, that which consists of mind, 
and that which consists of understanding, are spoken of in a successive 
order; and after that it is said: ‘ Verily, other than and within that 
which consists of understanding is the self which consists of bliss. By 
that this is filled’ (Tait. 2.5). Here a doubt arises, viz. whether by 
the words ‘consisting of bliss’, the individual soul is denoted or the 
Supreme Soul. What is reasonable here? If it be suggested: As 
in the passage: ‘ Of him is this very embodied soul which belongs to 
the previous one’ (Tait. 2.5), an embodied soul is mentioned; as in 
another scriptural text: ‘May my (sheaths) consisting of food, con- 
sisting of the vital-breath, consisting of the mind, consisting of under- 
standing and consisting of bliss, be purified’ (Mahünàr. 20.21) it is 
said that what consists of bliss is something to be purified; and as it 
is impossible for the ever-pure Supreme Soul to be something to be 
purified, so that which consists of bliss is the individual soul, — 

We reply: “that which consists of bliss ” is the Highest self alone, 
possessed of unsurpassed bliss. Why? ‘On account of repetition’, 
i.e. because the word ‘bliss’ has been repeated many times (in Scrip- 
ture) in reference to the Highest Self alone, the Highest Person, in 
texts like: ‘If there were not bliss in the ether, for this alone causes 
bliss’ (Tait. 2.7), ‘He knows that Brahman is bliss’ (Tait. 3.6) 
and so on; and because, beginning thus: ‘ This is an investigation into 
bliss ’ (Tait. 2.8), the concluding text: ‘ Knowing the bliss of Brahman, 
he does not fear from anything’ (Tait. 2.8), is found to end by 
establishing that the bliss of Brahman alone is unsurpassable and 
illimitable. 

If it be said that here there is the repetition of the word ‘bliss’ ? 
only, and not of the words ‘consisting of bliss’ 3—(we reply) no, be- 
cause just as in the passage: ‘In spring, he performs the jyoti-sacrifice : 


1 Complete quotation: ‘For who indeed would breathe, who would live, 
if there were not this bliss in the ether’ and so on. Vide Tait. 2.7, p. 70. 

2 Ananda. 

3 Ananda-maya. 
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the word ‘jyoti’ stands for the word ‘jyotistoma’, so here the word 
‘bliss’ stands for the words ‘consisting of bliss’. 

To your allegation that as an embodied soul is mentioned in 
Scripture, the Highest Self is not that which consists of bliss,—(we 
reply:) the designation of the embodiedness of the Supreme Self fits 
in, since He abides within all, viz. that which consists of food and the 
rest, as their controller. On the other hand, the text about that 
which consists of bliss, viz. ‘Of him is this very embodied soul which 
belongs to the previous one’ (Tait. 2.5), shows that it (viz. that 
which consists of bliss) has no other (inner) soul. The expression 
‘Let them be purified’ (in the above Mahánàrayana passage) means 
* Let them be embellished ’. 


SÜTRA 14 


“IF IT BE SAID THAT ON ACCOUNT OF THE WORD (‘ANANDA-MAYA’) 
DENOTING MODIFICATION, (THE HIGHEST SELF IS) NOT (DENOTED 
BY THIS WORD), (WE REPLY:) NO, ON ACCOUNT OF ABUNDANCE.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If it be said that on account of the mention of (the suffix) ‘mayat’ 
in the sense of ‘modification’, the Highest Self is not that which 
consists of bliss,—(we reply:) no. Why? On account of the mention 
in Smrti of (the suffix) ‘mayat’ as having the sense of ‘abundance’ 
as well. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be. objected: That which consists of bliss cannot be the 
Highest Self. Why? “On account of the word denoting modifica- 
tion ”, i.e. on account of the mention of the suffix ‘mayat’ as having 
the sense of 'modification',—beginning: ‘Mayat is used optionally 
in the classical language after any base (to indicate "product" and 


À—— hh eprint re IER Semen tc 
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1 That is, the soul consisting of food has the soul consisting of the vital 
breath as its inner soul; this latter again has the soul consisting of mind as its 
inner soul; this latter again has the soul consisting of understanding as its inner 
soul; and this latter again has the soul consisting of bliss as its inner soul. But 
the last one, viz. the soul consisting of bliss, has nothing else as its soul, but is 
the inmost soul of all. 
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* part") when food and dress are meant’ (Pan. 4.3.143; SD.K. 1523 1), 
Smrti goes on to designate (the suffix) ‘mayat’ in the sense of modifica- 
tion thus:—'(The suffix “mayat”’ is used) invariably after words in 
which the vowel has been lengthened and after “sara” and the rest’ 
(Pan. 4.3.144; SD.K. 1524 2);—and also because the suffix ‘mayat’ 
is found used in the sense of ‘modification’ in ordinary life in expres- 
sions like: ‘An earthen 3 pot’ and so on, as well as in the Veda, in 
passages like: ‘A large branch of the parna * wood 5 is tho sacrificial 
ladle’, and so on,— 

(We reply:) “No.” Why? “On account of abundance”, ie. 
because Smrti depicts (the suffix) ‘mayat’ in the sense of ‘ abundance’ 
as well, in the passage: ‘Mayat’ is added in the sense of ‘made 
thereof’ 6 and in the sense of ‘having a great portion of’ 7 (Pan. 5.4.21; 
SD.K. 2089 8); and because the suffix ‘mayat’ is found used in the 
sense of ‘abundance’, too, in ordinary expressions like ‘A sacrifice 
abounding in food’ ® and so on. 

It cannot be said also that since Brahman is admitted to be 
consisting of bliss, there may be some want of bliss in Him,19—because 
here ‘abundance’ is but a synonym for ‘very muchness’. Thus, 
among (all the effects of prakrti) beginning with mahat and ending 
with the body, the body being a transformation of food,!! is said to 
be the person ‘consisting of food’. Other than and the supporter of 
it is ‘that which consists of the vital-breath’. Other than and the 
supporter of these two is ‘that which consists of mind’. Other than 
and the controller of these three is the individual soul, called ‘ the 
person consisting of understanding’. That which is of the nature 
of knowledge and has understanding as its attribute (viz. the individual 
soul) is the controller of the three non-sentient persons. That this 


—————————— I CENCE TS TR o EN 


1 P. 786, vol. 1. 2 P. 7806, vol. 1. 3 Mrn-maya. 
4 Parma is a large-leaved sacred tree, whose wood is used for making sacred 
vessels, later generally called ' palàsa'. M.W., p. 606. 
6 Parna-mayi. 
7 Prakrta-vacana, meaning * Prácuryyena prastutam prakrtam, tasya vacanam’. 
SD. K. 2089, p. 931, vol. 1. 
8 Op. cit. 9 Anna-maya. 
10 That is, when it is said: ' Anna-maya yajfia', it is meant that the sacrifice 
consists mostly of food, but not entirely. Similarly, it might bo thought that the 
expression: ‘Ananda-maya Brahman’ means that Brahman is mostly bliss but 
not entirely bliss, i.e. there is some non-bliss in Brahman. 
11 That is, it is food which being assimilated produces and keeps the body. 


6 Tad-vacana. 
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possessor of the attribute of understanding is of the nature of know- 
ledge, will be made clear in the second chapter. But why, then, 
has the attribute alone been indicated in the text: ‘Understanding 
performs a sacrifice?' (Tait. 2.5). Listen. The very nature, too, 
of the knower is self-manifesting, and the use of the term ‘understand- 
ing’ or the nominative case-ending should be understood to be referring 
toit. The use of the neuter gender? is meant for denoting a thing.3 
For this very reason, in the Kànva recension, viz. 'Who abiding in 
understanding’ (Brh. 3.7.22), and in the Madhyandina recension, 
viz. ‘Who abiding in the self’ (Sat. Br. 14.6.7.30 4), in spite of the 
difference of words, the meaning, viz. the individual soul, is the very 
same. And for this very reason, the statement: ‘Understanding 
performs a sacrifice, and deeds too' (Tait. 2.5) is perfectly justifiable, 
it being impossible for the mere attribute of understanding to be an 


agent. And, it, the individual soul, the knower, should be known 
to be possessed of bliss, in accordance with the text: ‘That is one 


human bliss’ (Tait. 2.8), as well as another scriptural text: ‘For 
verily, on getting this essence, one becomes blissful’ (Tait. 2.7). 
The Supreme Person, an ocean of immense bliss in contrast to its 
(viz. the individual soul’s) little bliss, is the controller of all, referred 
to in the text: ‘Verily, other than and within that which consists of 
understanding, is the self which consists of bliss’ (Tait. 2.5). More- 
over, the Supreme Person, the One, is indeed established in all the 
Vedüntas as free from all faults by nature, so there is not even an 
odour of slightest non-bliss in Him,—so much in brief. 


SÜTRA 15 


* AND ON ACCOUNT OF THE DESIGNATION OF THE CAUSE OF THAT." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


On account of being the cause of the bliss of the individual soul 
too, the Highest Self alone is that which consists of bliss. 


1 Vide V.K. 2.3.18. 2 Viz.'vijfidnam' in the text. 

3 That is, the word ‘understanding’ does not stand for a mere abstract 
attribute here, but for a concrete thing, viz. the individual soul, possessed of the 
attribute. 

4 P. 861, line 19. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


Scripture designates that He (viz. Brahman) alone is the “cause” 
of the bliss “of that”, viz. the individual soul,—which, according 
to the prima facie view, was suspected to be that which consists of 
bliss,—thus:—‘For, verily, this alone causes bliss’ (Tait. 2.7). 
Here the term "ànandayàti" means ‘anandayati’. The sense is that 
as he who gives riches and knowledge to others is himself possessed 
of immense riches and immense knowledge, so the statement that the 
Highest Self, too, causes bliss to individual souls means that He is 
possessed of immense bliss. Just as the term ‘consisting of light’ 
is applied to Lord Sun, whose very nature is to remove all dark- 
ness, so exactly the application of the term ‘consisting of bliss’ to 
the Lord, the topic of the present discussion, the cause of all, without 
an equal or a superior, and devoid of even a tinge of non-bliss of any 
sort, is perfectly reasonable. 


SOTRA 16 


"AND THE MANTRA-DESCRIBED (viz. BRAHMAN) IS CELEBRATED 
(TO BE CONSISTING OF BLISS).”’ 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


That which is stated in the mantra-text: viz. ‘ Brahman is truth, 
knowledge and infinite’ (Tait. 2.1),1 is "mantra-described".? That 
alone is celebrated by the term “ consisting of bliss". 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


That which is stated in the mantra-text which beginning thus: 
"The knower of Brahman attains the highest’ (Tait. 2.1), continues: 
“He who knows Brahman as truth, knowledge and infinite, situated 
in the cave’ (Tait. 2.1) is the “‘mantra-described”’, i.e. Brahman 
alone, the cause of the origin and the rest of the world. He is cele- 
brated in the following Brahmana-text as well—viz. ‘Verily, other 
than and within that which consists of understanding is the self which 
consists of bliss’ (Tait. 2.5), since the mantra and the Brahmana, 


d 


1 $, R, Bh, 8K, B. 2 Mantra-varnikam. 
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the object to be explained and the explanation, refer to the same 
topic. Hence that which consists of bliss is the Highest Self alone. 


SOTRA 17 


“NOT THE OTHER, ON ACCOUNT OF INAPPROPRIATENESS." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The qualities peculiar to the Lord, which are mentioned in 
Scripture as relating to that which is signified by the term ‘consisting 
of bliss’, being “inappropriate” on the part of anything else, “the 
other’’, i.e. the individual soul, is not signified by the term ‘consisting 
of bliss’. 

Vedanta-kaustubha 


“The other", ie. the individual, soul is not to be understood 
here by the term ‘consisting of bliss’, Why? “On account of 
inappropriateness’’, ie. the creatorship of the entire world and the 
like, mentioned as relating to that which consists of bliss in the 
scriptural text: “ He wished: ‘May I be many, may I procreate’. 
He created all this” (Tait. 2.6), are not appropriate on the part of 
the individual soul. Hence that which consists of bliss is Brahman 
alone. 

Or else, the following construction (of the sütra) may be under- 
stood :—The individual soul, “other than" Brahman, is not ‘‘mantra- 
described’’, because the qualities which are peculiar to the ‘‘mantra- 
described", viz. being the object to be attained by the wise and so on, 
are ** inappropriate” on the part of anything else. 


COMPARISON 
Ramanuja 


Reading same, interpretation different—‘The other (viz. the 
individual) (is) not (the object of the text: ‘‘ Truth, knowledge and 
infinite", Tait. 2.1), on account of inappropriateness’. That is, 
Ràmànuja takes this sūtra as continuing more particularly the theme 
of the preceding sütra where it has been shown that Brahman is 
designated by the text ‘Truth, knowledge and infinite’ (Tait. 2.1). 
Here it is shown, he points out, that none else than the Lord, not 
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even the freed soul, can be the object of the above text, for even the 
freed soul is not absolute 1 knowledge in the sense the Lord is, as even 
the freed soul cannot wish to be many and so on. So it is not appro- 
priate that the individual soul can ever be the object of the above 
text and be identical with Brahman.? 


Srikantha 


Reading same, interpretation different, viz. ‘The other (viz. 
Hiranyagarbha) (is) not (the cause of the world), on account of in- 
appropriateness’. According to Srikantha a new adhikarana begins 
with this sütra (sütras 17-20), concerned with the question whether 
the Lord is the cause of the world, or someone else, viz. Hiranya- 
garbha.3 


SÜTRA 18 


“AND ON ACCOUNT OF THE DESIGNATION OF DIFFERENCE.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“On account of the designation of a difference" between the 
obtainer and the object obtained in the text: ‘For, verily, on obtaining 
this essence, he becomes blissful’ (Tait. 2.7) 4 the individual soul 
is not that which consists of bliss. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


For this reason, too, that which consists of bliss or the ‘mantra- 
described' one is not the individual soul. Why? Because the 
individual soul and the Supreme Being are designated as different. 
Thus, the text: ‘He is, verily, the essence. For, verily, on attaining 
the essence, he becomes blissful’ (Tait. 2.7), designates a difference 
between the Highest Self, consisting of bliss and mantra-described, 
as the object to be obtained, and the individual soul, as the obtainer, 
since the obtainer cannot be the object obtained. There is a difference 
of nature between the individual soul and Brahman, otherwise an 


1 Nirupddhika. 

2 Sri. B. 1.1.17, pp. 193-194, Part 1. 
3 §K. B. 1.1.17, pp. 230-237, Part 3. 
4 8, Bh. 


[sC. 1. 1. 19. 
02 VEDANTA-PARIJATA-SAURABHA ADH. 6.] 


intermixture of qualities will result,—this is the meaning of the two 
aphorisms. 
COMPARISON 


Samkara 


This is sütra 17 in his commentary. Reading and literal inter- 
pretation same, quotes the same passage, but in conclusion adds his 
own view, viz. that really and transcendentally, there is no difference 
between the soul, the obtainer, and Brahman, the obtained.! 


Ramanuja 
Reading and interpretation same, but refers to a different passage, 
viz. Taittiriya-upanisad, 2.5.2 


Srikantha 


Reading same, interpretation different, viz.: ‘ (If it be said that 
Hiranyagarbha is identical with the Supreme Lord, then we reply, 
no), on account of the designation of difference '.? 


SOTRA 19 


* AND ON ACCOUNT OF DESIRE (THROUGH WHICH SIMPLY THE 
LORD IS ABLE TO REALIZE HIS PURPOSES), THERE IS NO DEPEN- 
DENCE (OF THE LORD) ON (WHAT IS AN OBJECT OF) INFERENCE 
(VIZ. PRADHANA)." 


Vedànta-parijata-saurabha 


If the individual soul be admitted to be the cause, it must depend 
on a material cause, viz. on pradhàna which is an (object of) “in- 
ference”, just as a potter has to depend on clay and the rest in creating 
pots and the like. But the Highest Person, non-material, consisting 
of bliss and omnipotent, has to depend on nothing. Why? “On 
account of desire", i.e. on account of intention, as declared by the 
scriptural text:—‘ He desired: “May I be many"'" (Tait. 2.6). 


! S.B. 1.1.17, pp. 221-22. 
2 Cf. also Chand. 6.2.3. ‘Sa aiksata bahu syám', etc. 
3 SK. B. 1.1.19, pp. 237 ff, Part 1. 4 S, R, Bh, B. 
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Hence that which consists of bliss is different from that (viz. the 
individual soul). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. Pradhàna may very well be denoted by 
the term ‘consisting of bliss’, as it contains the quality of sattva 
which is the cause of bliss, and as it corresponds to the effect 1,—we 
reply :— 

The term ‘consisting of bliss’ contains no “reference” to “in- 
ference”, i.e. to that which is inferred, viz. pradhina. Why? “On 
account of desire", i.e. because the text, which refers to that which 
consists of bliss, viz. ‘He desired: ‘‘ May I be many’’’ (Tait. 2.6), 
mentions one who desires. The sense is that desire means volition, 
and that is not possible on the part of the non-sentient pradhàna, 
but is possible on the part of the omniscient Lord of all. Although 
pradhàna has already been set aside by the aphorism ' Because (the 
creator) sees, not, non-scriptural’ (Br. Si. 1.1.5), it is once more set 
aside here with a view to confirming the ‘universality of knowing’ 2 
and hence there is no fault of repetition. 

Or else, (an alternative explanation of the sütra:)—if the indivi- 
dual soul be denoted by the term ‘consisting of bliss’, the topic of the 
present discussion, it must be the cause of the world as well; and in 
that case, just as potters have to depend on clay and the rest for 
creating pots, etc. so the individual soul too must depend on pradhàna, 
which is a synonym for ‘inference’.2 But if the omnipotent Brahman 
be the cause of the world, no such fault arises,—this is the sense. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


This is sütra 18 in their commentaries. Reading same, interpre- 
tation different, viz. And on account of desiring, there is no reference 


1 That is, pradhdna, the non-sentient cause, is similar to the effect, the non- 
sentient world. "Vide V.K. 1.1.5. 

2 Vide Br. Si. 1.1.11, where it has been said that Brahman is universally 
known from all texts to be the cause of the world. 

3 That is, pradhána has been called ‘inference’ (anumdna) in the eütra,. 
because it is an object of inference. 
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to (what is an object of) inference (viz. pradhana) (in the term ** ànanda- 
maya"). That is, Scripture predicates willing on the part of the 
üánanda-maya, and willing is possible on the part of a conscious being 
alone.} 

Srikantha 


Reading same, interpretation different—viz. ‘And, (even) on 
account of desire, (i.e. in spite of the fact that Hiranyagarbha is said 
to have desired to create the world,) (his being the creator) is not 
dependent on reasoning (i.e. does not stand to reason,) (because 
it is the Lord Himself who created the world in the character of 
Hiranyagarbha) ’.2 

SOTRA 20 


“AND (SCRIPTURE) TEACHES THE UNION WITH THAT (VIZ. BLISS) 
OF THIS (VIZ. THE INDIVIDUAL SOUL) IN THIS (VIZ. THE LORD).”’ 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Scripture "teaches" the “union with that”, ie. the union with 
bliss, in the passage :— Verily, he is an essence, for verily, on attaining 
the essence, he becomes blissful’ (Tait. 2.7). Hence it is established 
that He, on attaining whom the individual soul comes to be united 
with bliss, is different from it. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


For this reason also that which consists of bliss is neither the 
individual soul, nor pradhana, but Brahman alone, since Scripture 
“teaches” the “union with that’’, ie. the “union” or ‘connection’, 
with "that", or the Highest Self,—i.e. salvation, characterized by 
the attaining of His nature,3—‘of this’, ie. of the individual soul, 
relying on Him, “in this", i.e. in the Highest Person, the Highest 


1 $.B. 1.1.18, p. 222; Bh.B. 1.1.18, p. 26. Note that this is adopted as an 
alternative explanation of the sūtra by Srinivasa, but not by Nimbdrka. See 
above. 

2 8K. B. 1.1.19 (pp. 240-241, Part 3). 

3 Note that while according to Nimbdrka, the word ‘tad-yogam’ means 
‘union with bliss’, according to Srinivdsa, it means ‘union with the Highest 
Self’, or salvation, though ultimately these two interpretations come to the 
same thing. n 


[sC. 1. 1. 20. 
ADH. 6.] VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA 65 


Self, consisting of bliss and mantra-described. And the scriptural 
text to this effect is as follows:—‘For, truly, when he finds fear- 
lessness as a foundation in that which is invisible, incorporeal, un- 
defined, and unsupported, then he is gone to fearlessness. When, 
however, he makes the smallest distinction therein, then he comes to 
have fear’ (Tait. 2.7). The: meaning of this is as follows: ‘When’, 
i.e. when at the time of birth which took place at a time when there 
was a causeless kindly glance by the Lord, as mentioned in sacred 
texts, thus: ‘But should Madhusüdana glance at a person, whon he 
is born, he should be known to be pure and given to the thought 
of salvation’. ‘‘‘Through my grace, he attains an eternal and un- 
changeable place"'' (Gita 18.56) and so on, ‘he’, i.e. à knower, devoid 
of any desire for enjoyments here or hereafter, restoring to the feet 
of the Lord alone and possessed of the characteristics as stated in 
Scripture thus: ‘ “I am easily attainable by one, O Partha, by the ever- 
free ascetic, who constantly remembers me, not thinking ever of 
another" ' (Gità 18.14), ‘He who departs, discarding the body, 
uttering the one syllable “om” and remembering me, goes to a supreme 
goal’, ‘‘‘ Knowing me, he goes to peace”’’ (Gité 5.29), ‘The knower 
of Brahman attains the highest’ (Tait. 2.1), and so on, becomes 
fearless, he ‘finds’, i.e. attains, ‘a foundation’, i.e. unfailing, 
devotion (or reliance) through His grace alone. ‘Then’, i.e. im- 
mediately after, ‘he is gone to fearlessness’, on account of the 
absence of any devotion (on his part) to anyone else, which (alone) 
is the cause of fear. In whom? ‘In the invisible’, i.o. in that 
which is different from the group of the non-sentient which is visible. 
Again, in whom? ‘In the incorporeal’, ie. in the supremely 
conscious Being, who is different from the group of souls or conscious 
beings,—that He is the supremely conscious Being is stated in the 
Kathavalli, thus: ‘Conscious among the conscious’ (Katha. 5.13; 
also Svet. 6.13);—'in the undefined’, i.e. in that which is not estab- 
lished as having so-muchness and the nature and qualities of which 
are to be known from the Vedanta alone; ‘in the unsupported’, 
i.e. in that which has no basis, which is possessed of infinite, incon- 
ceivable powers,—this is the sense. And ‘when’, ie. when during 
the period of nescience, ‘he’, ie. a non-knower, ‘makes’ even the 
smallest ‘distinction’, i.e. relies on something else, viz. one or other 
of the ends, connected with means (other than a complete resort 
to the Lord alone), ‘then he comes to have fear’. Hence, it is 
5 
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established that that which consists of bliss is Brahman, different 
from all the sentient and the non-sentient.! 


Here ends the section entitled ‘That which consists of bliss’ (6). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


This is sütra 19 in his commentary. Reading and interpretation 
same, quotes the passage quoted by Srinivasa. But here Samkara 
changes his point of view all of a sudden, and after having given at 
length the very same interpretation as given by Nimbarka, viz. that 
the ‘ananda-maya’ referred to in the Taittiriya-upanisad (Tait. 2.5) 
is the Highest Self? and not the individual soul or pradhàna, he 
finally rejects it, at the end of this sūtra, in favour of another, viz. 
that the word 'Brahman' in the immediately following phrase: 
‘Brahma puccham pratistha’ (Tait. 2.5), refers to Brahman prin- 
cipally, and not as a member of the ‘ananda-maya’, for the 'ànanda- 
maya’ would refer to the qualified Brahman, and never to the non- 
qualified Brahman, which is called * nanda °’, and not * dnandamaya ' 3 


Bhaskara 


This is sūtra 19 in his commentary too. Reading same, inter- 
pretation of the word ‘tad-yogam’ slightly different—viz. ‘union 
with Him (the Lord)’, ie. salvation.* (Cf. Srinivasa.) Quotes a 
different portion of the same passage (viz. the portion quoted by 
Srinivasa). 

Srikantha 


Reading same, interpretation different—viz. ‘Herein (viz. in 
the Mahà-nür&àyana-upanisad) (Scripture) teaches his (i.e. Hiranya- 


1 Note that here Nimbdrka and Srinivdsa understand the word ‘édsti’ as 
referring to two different portions of the same passage, viz. Tait. 2.7, Nimbarka 
to the first part, Srinivdea to the last. 

3 Vide S.B. 1.1.12, p. 217; ‘Para evátmá dnanda-mayo bhavitum arhati’. 
In this very sūtra also, it is said:—‘Tasmdd dnanda-mayah paramdaimd iti 
sthitam’. B.B. 1.1.19, p. 223. 

3 Vide S.B. 1.1.19, pp. 225-26. 

* Bh. B. 1.1.19, p. 26. 
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garbha’s) connection with that (viz. the Supreme Lord)'. While 
according to Nimbarka, sütras 13-20 form one section, concerned with 
the question of the ‘ananda-maya’, according to srikantha, Sütras 
13-16 form one section, while sütras 17-20 form another different 
section, concerned with the question, as noted above, whether Hiranya- 
garbha is the creator of the world, or the Supreme Lord (viz. Siva). 


Baladeva 


This is sütra 19 in his commentary. Reading same, interpretation 
of the word 'tad-yogam' different, viz. ‘union with fearlessness’. 
Quotes the passage quoted by Srinivàsa.? 


Adhikarana 7: The section entitled ‘That which 
is within'. (Sütras 21-22) 


SÜTRA 21 


“ THAT WHICH IS WITHIN (THE SUN AND THE EYE) (IS NONE BUT 
THE HicHkesT SELF), ON ACCOUNT OF THE TEACHING OF HIS 
QUALITIES.” 

Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


He who abides “ within " the sun and the eye and is to be wor- 
shipped by one desiring salvation, is, truly, the Highest Self alone, 
and not a particular individual soul. Why?  ' On account of the 
teaching of the qualities belonging to Him”’ alone, viz. qualities like 
‘freedom from sins’, ‘being the soul of all’ and so on. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


In this manner, it has been shown in a general manner in the 
two sections that the stated texts all refer to Brahman, who is 
different from pradhàna as well as from the individual soul and 
is the cause of the origin and the rest of the world. Now, after 
having mentioned the peculiar qualities of the Lord, such as, possess- 
ing an eternally present, non-celestial body and so on, and then by 
showing the concordance of those texts (with regard to the Lord), 
the author denotes, up to the end of the section, the difference 


1 SK. B. 1.1.20, pp. 240-241, Part 3. 
2 G.B. 1.1.19, pp. 76-77, Chap. 1. 
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of Brahman from particular individual souls who have attained 
eminence by virtue of supreme merit, as well as from particular non- 
sentient objects, like time and the like. 

In the Chandogya, we read: ‘Now, this golden Person, who is 
Been within the sun, has a golden beard and golden hair, and is golden 
through and through, right to the finger-nail tips. His eyes are like 
the full-blown lotus. His name is High, (because) he has risen above 
all sins. Verily, he who knows thus rises above all sins. His singers 
are the Rc and the Sàman. . . . .! So much with reference to 
the gods’ (Chand. 1.6.6-1.6.8), ‘Now, with reference to the self’ 
(Chand. 1.7.1), ‘Now, this person, who is seen within the eye’ 
(Chand. 1.7.5) and so on. 

Here, a doubt arises, viz. whether this Person, mentioned in 
Scripture as abiding within the sun and the eye, is a particular indivi- 
dual soul, or the Supreme Lord? What is reasonable here? If it 
be suggested: An individual soul who has attained eminence. Why ? 
Because the person within the sun and the person within the eye 
are declared by Scripture to be possessed of a form in the passages 
(respectively): ‘Having a golden beard, golden hair’ (Chand. 1.6.6), 
‘The form of this one is the very same as the form of that one’ 
(Chand. 1.7.5); because a limit to the lordship of botb is declared 
respectively by the texts:—‘He rules these worlds which are beyond 
that, as well as the desires of gods’ (Chand. 1.6.8), ‘He rules these 
worlds which are under that, as well as the desires of men’ (Chand. 
1.7.6); because the dependence of both on something else is declared 
(respectively) by the texts: ‘ Within the sun’ (Chand. 1.6.6), ‘Within 
the eye’ (Chand. 1.7.5); and because the Supreme Self is declared to 
be just the opposite by the texts ‘Without sound, without touch, 
without form’ (Katha 3.15), ' *On what, my reverend Sir, is it based ?”’ 
* On its own greatness" ' (Chand. 7.24.1), ‘This is the Lord of 
beings’ (Brh. 4.4.22), etc.— 

We reply: The Person, mentioned in Scripture as “‘ within" the 
sun and the eye is the Highest Self alone. Why? ‘On account of 
the teaching of his qualities," i.e. because of the "teaching", in this 
text, of the qualities “of him", viz. of the Highest Soul alone, such as, 
being free from sins in every way, being the remover of all the sins 


1 Quotation incomplete—viz.:—‘His singers are the Ec and the Sdman. 
Therefore (they are called) the udgitha’ and so on. See footnote 1, p. 69. 
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of His own devotees, and so on, as well as, being the soul of all and 
the rest, thus: ‘He, verily, is the Rc, the S&àman, the Uktha, the 
Yajus, He is Brahman’ ! (Chand. 1.7.5); because in accordance with 
the scriptural texts: ‘When the seer sees the golden-coloured person’ 
(Mund. 3.1.3), ‘Of the colour of the sun, beyond darkness’ (Svet. 
3.8; Gita 8.9), ‘That on which all these powers are based, O king, 
is another great form of Hari, different from the form of the world’, 
and so on, like His natural qualities of possessing true desires and the 
rest, His possessing a form too, involves no contradiction; and because 
the text: ‘Without sound, without touch, without colour’ (Katha 
3.15) is concerned with denying sound and the like belonging to the 
material world. Nor is Brahman depicted here as possessed of a 
limited lordship, since the text setting forth such a limit is concerned 
with an arrangement of presiding deities. Nor can Brahman be said 
to be dependent on something else, since He is the support of all, 
in accordance with the following scriptural and Smrti texts, viz. 
‘Entered within, the ruler of men’ (Tait. Ar. 3.11.1, 22), ‘The 
Inner Soul of all beings’ (Katha 5.9, 10, 11; 5.12; Svet. 6.11; Mund. 
2.1.4), ‘Who, abiding within the earth’ (Brh. 3.7.3), ' “And, I am 
situated within the hearts of all" ' (Gita 15.15), ''*I abide, supporting 
the entire universe with a part of mine"'' (Gità 10.42), and so on. 
Here, by the Vedic text,—which is omniscient, independent of all 
proofs and authoritative by itself with regard to its own matter,— 
viz. ‘This golden person who is seen within the sun, having a golden 
beard' (Chànd. 1.6.6) and so on, the body also of Brahman, the 
topic of discussion, suitable to Him, is mentioned, on the basis of 
direct perception alone, as evident from the statement: 'is seen'. 
From this it is known that the Highest Self is to be meditated on by 
one who desires salvation as possessed of a body. And, meditation 
too, to be mentioned heregfter,3 is possible only if the Highest Self 
be possessed of a body. The multitude of scriptural and Smrti 
texts, referring to the body of the Lord, is not quoted here for fear 
of prolixity. 


1 Rc is a sacred verse, which is recited in praise of a deity; Sdman is a verse 
which is sung; Yajus is & sacred formul& which is muttered; Uktha is & kind of 
recitation in sacrifices; Brahman is a sacred text or mantra, distinct from Re, 
Sáman and Yajus. M.W., pp. 172, 225, 737. 

2 P, 181. 

3 Vide V.K. 3.3. 
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COMPARISON 
Samkara 


This is sütra 20 in his commentary. Reading and interpretation 
same, quotes the same passage. In conclusion, he adds that although 
the Supreme Lord is really arüpa or formless, yet He may assume 
various mayamaya-ripas for favouring His devotees.! That is, all 
these passages, teaching the worship of the Person within the sun 
and so on, refer to the qualified Brahman only, and not to the highest 
Brahman, which of course Nimbàrka does not admit. 


SÜTRA 22 


* AND ON ACCOUNT OF THE DESIGNATION OF DIFFERENCE, (THE 
HIGHEST SELF IS) OTHER THAN (THE INDIVIDUAL SOULS OF THE 
SUN AND THE REST). 


Vedànta-parijata-saurabha 


The Highest Self is “other” than the group of individual souls 
of the sun and the rest.? Why? “On account of the designation of 
difference" in the text ‘Abiding in the sun’ (Brh. 3.7.98) and so 
on. 

Vedanta-kaustubha 


For this reason too, the Highest Self, is “other” than, i.e. different 
by nature from, the individual souls of the sun and the rest within 
which He abides. Why? ‘On account of the designation of differ- 
ence " between the individual soul and Brahman, in the text: ‘Who 
abiding within the sun, is other than the sun, whom the sun does not 
know, of whom the sun is the body, who rules the sun from within, 
he is your soul, the inner controller, immortal’ (Brh. 3.7.9). Thus, 


1§.B. 1.1.20, p. 232; ‘Sydt parameévarasyüpicchá-vadán |^ máyámayam 
ripam sddhakdnugrahdrtham’. 

2 C.S.8. ed. slightly different—viz. ‘The Highest Self is other than the 
group of the individual souls of the sun and the rest, within which He abides ' 
(p. 5). 

8 Ś, R, Bh, B. 


[sc. 1. 1. 23. 
ADH. 8.] VEDANTA-PARIJATA-SAURABHA 71 


the difference of Brahman from the individual soul, within which He 
abides, is established. f 


Here ends the section entitled ‘That which is within’ (7). 


Adhikarana 8: The section entitled ‘The ether’. 
(Sütra 23) 
SÜTRA 23 


“(BRAHMAN IS DENOTED BY THE WORD) ETHER, ON ACCOUNT OF 
HIS CHARACTERISTIO MARKS.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


In the text: ‘‘‘ What is the final refuge of this world?”’ “ The 
ether", said he’ (Chand. 1.9.1 1), that which is denoted by the term 
* ether" is the Highest Self. Why? ‘On account of his characteristic 
marks," such as, being the creator of all, and the like, mentioned in the 
text: ‘All these things, verily, arise from the ether alone’ (Chand. 
1.9.12). 

Vedanta-kaustubha 


In this manner, it has been shown, on the ground of the peculiar 
qualities of Brahman, the topic of discussion, that the text: ‘Now, 
this golden person who is seen within the sun’ (Chand. 1.6.8) and 
so on, refers to Brahman, the topic of discussion. Now, it is being 
shown that the text: ‘‘‘ What is the final refuge of this world ?’’’ and 
so on too (Chand. 1.9.1) refers to Him, on the ground of the character- 
istic marks of Brahman. 

In the Chandogya, we read the following under the dialogue 
between. Salavatya and Jaivali: ‘‘‘What is the final refuge of this 
world?”’ ‘“The ether,” said he, “ All these beings, verily, arise from 
the ether alone, disappear into the ether; for the ether alone is greater 
than these, the ether is the supreme refuge "' (Chand. 1.9.1). Here 
a doubt arises, viz. whether the elemental ether is meant by the term 
‘ether’, or the Highest Self. What is reasonable here? If it be sug- 
gested: As it is so well-known in the world and as it is declared also 
by Scripture to be the cause of the elements beginning with the air, 


1 S, R, Bh, SK, B. 
2 §, R, Bh, SK, B. 
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and so on, in the passage: ‘From the "ether", the “air” ’ (Tait. 2.1), 
the elemental ether (is meant here)— 

We reply: In this text “the ether”, i.e. the object meant by the 
term ‘ether’, is the Highest Self alone. Why? “On account of his 
characteristic marks," i.e. “his”, or the Highest Self’s, “characteristic 
marks", viz. being the creator of all beings, being superior, being 
the supreme refuge, and so on,—on account of that,! i.e. on account 
of the peculiar qualities of the Highest Self. It cannot be said, also, 
that in accordance with the rule: ‘When there is a collocation of 
scriptural statement, mark, text, topic, place and name, each following 
one is weaker (than each preceding one), on account of its remote- 
ness from the meaning ' (Pü. Mi. Sü. 3.3.14 2), the scriptural state- 
ment is of a greater force than the mark,—for in accordance with the 
rule: ‘The strength and weakness of those which are spoilt by meaning- 
lessness are in the opposite proportion', the scriptural statement: 
‘the ether’, is set aside by the mark mentioned in the text: ‘All 
these beings, verily, arise from the ether alone’ (Chand. 1.9.1). 
If the word “ether’’ were to refer to the elemental ether, then no sense 
would follow, for such a mark (viz. being the creator of all) is not 
possible on the part of the elemental ether; on the contrary, the 
elemental ether is declared by Scripture to be created by the Highest 
Self, in the passage: ‘From this soul, verily, the ether arose’ (Tait. 2.1). 
Further, on the ground of the etymological interpretation too 
(of the word ‘ether’ or akasa), viz. "The ether is that which shines 
everywhere’, ? as well as on the ground of its conventional meaning, 
given in the passages: ‘If there were not this bliss in the ether’ 
(Tait. 2.7), "The ether, verily, is the revealer of names and forms’ 
(Chand. 8.14.1) and so on, it is established that by the term ‘‘ether’”’, 
the Supreme Self alone is denoted. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘The ether’ (8). 


1 This explains the compound ‘tal-livigdt *. 
2 P. 284, vol. 1. Vide Sabara-bhdsya. 
3 A samantát kdéata iti akdgah. 
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Adhikarana 9: The section entitled ‘The vital- 
breath’. (Sütra 24) 
SUTRA 24 
“FOR THIS VERY REASON (BRAHMAN IS DENOTED BY THE WORD) 
VITAL-BREATH." 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 

In the text also: ‘All these beings, verily, enter into the vital- 

breath alone, arise from the vital-breath’ (Chand. 1.11.51), the 


vital-breath is none but the Highest Self, on account of the character- 
istic marks of Brahman, viz. entering into and coming out of Him. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


In this manner, it has been pointed out that the text roferring 
to the ether denotes Brahman, and not the elemental ether. Now, 
by declaring that the text about the udgitha,? viz. ‘O Prastrotr !' 3 
(Chand. 1.10.9; 1.11.4) and so on, also refers to Brahman, tho author 
extends here the same principle regarding the ether. 

In the Chàndogya we find the following concerning the udgitha 4 
under the dialogue between Cakrayana and the Prastrotr: ‘“O Pras- 
trotr! if you shall sing the prastáàva 5 without knowing the Deity 
who is connected with the prastava, then your head will fall 
off " ' (Chand. 1.10.9; 1.11.4), ‘‘‘ Which is that Deity ?" “The vital- 
breath," said he, ‘‘All these beings, verily, enter into the vital-breath 
alone, arise from the vital-breath. This is the Deity connected with 
the prastáva"' (Chand. 1.11.4-5). Here a doubt arises, viz. As 
the entire world is found to exist as dependent on the vital-breath, 
and as it is so well-known in the world, so by the term ‘vital-breath’ 
a modification of the air too may be meant; and as in the text: ''' For 
the mind, my dear, has the vital-breatb as its fastening" ' (Chand. 
6.8.2) and so on, the term 'vital-breath' is applied to Brahman, so 
Brahman may also be meant. What is reasonable here? If it be 
suggested: Since everything is found to be dependent on the vital- 


! §, R, Bh, SE, B. 

2 The word ' udgithe' is not included under the quotation. 

3 A Prastrotr is an assistant of the Udgdtr, and sings the prastdva or the 
introductory eulogy or the prelude of a süáman. M.W., p. 699. 

4 The word ‘udgitha’ is not included under the quotation. 

5 The prastdva is the introductory eulogy or the prelude of a sdman. See 
footnote 3 above. 
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breath, since popularly the term ‘vital-breath’ is well-known to be a 
modification of the air, and since in the text: ‘When, verily, a person 
sleeps, his speech goes to the vital-breath, bis eye to the vital-breath, 
his ear to the vital-breath. When he wakes up, from the vital-breath 
alone they arise again’ (Sat. Br. 10.3.3.61), the entrance into a 
modification of the air and so on are mentioned, the chief vital-breath 
alone, which is a modification of the air and has five modes, is under- 
stood here by the term ‘vital-breath ’,— 

We reply: “For this very reason", ie. on account of the very 
characteristic marks of the Supreme Lord, viz. the entering into and 
coming out (of Him) of all the great elements, it is reasonable to hold 
that the object denoted by the term “‘vital-breath”’ is the Supreme Lord, 
the Highest Person alone. The characteristic marks of the Supreme 
Lord, viz. the entering into and the rising from Him of all the great 
elements, as mentioned in the text: ‘All the elements enter into, i.e. 
merge into, and arise from, i.e. come out towards, Him’, are not 
possible in the case of a modification of the air. In the text: ‘When, 
verily, a person sleeps’ (Sat. Br. 10.3.3.6), there is no mention of the 
entering and so on of the great elements, ‘but simply of the entering 
and the rest of the sense-organs. Hence, on account of the marks 
of the Supreme Lord, as well as on the ground of the etymological 
interpretation (of the term ‘vital-breath’ or pràna), viz. ‘In whom the 
entire world breathes excellently, i.e. finds a basis’, it is established 
that the Highest Self alone is denoted by the term ‘vital-breath’. 


Here ends the section entitled “The vital-breath”’ (9). 


Adhikarana 10: The section entitled ‘The light’. 
(Sutras 25-28) 
SÜTRA 25 


“(BRAHMAN IS DENOTED BY THE WORD) LIGHT, ON ACCOUNT OF 
THE MENTION OF FEET." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 
“The light", mentioned in the passage: ‘The light (higher) than 
the heaven’ (Chand. 3.13.72) is Brahman alone, “on account of the 


1 P. 778, lines 9-11. Cf. a similar passage in Chand. 4.3.3. 
2 §, R, Bh, SK, B. 
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mention of feet", in the passage: '''One foot of him are all the ele- 
ments" ’ (Chand. 3.12.6 1). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


In this manner, it has been pointed out that the term ‘ether’, 
as well as the term. ‘vital-breath’ refer to Brahman, all-pervading, 
untouched by any fault and the cause of all life. Now, the author is 
showing that the term ‘light’ also refers to Brahman. 

In the Chandogya, it is recorded: ‘Now, the light which shines 
higher than, this heaven, on the backs of all, on the backs of everything, 
in the highest worlds than which there are no higher,—that, verily, 
is the same light which is within this person’ (Chand. 3.13.7). 
Here, a doubt arises, viz. whether the term ‘light’ denotes the well- 
known light of the sun and so on, or the Highest Self. What is reason- 
able here? The prima facie view is as follows: It denotes the light of 
the sun and the rest. Why? Because that is well-known to be a 
remover of darkness, because Scripture mentions a limit in the passage: 
‘The light which shines higher than this heaven’ (Chand. 3.13.7), 
because no limit is possible on the part of Brahman, because Scripture 
speaks of a minor fruit in the passage: ‘He who knows this becomes 
agreeable to the eyes, and renowned’ (Chand. 3.13.8), and, finally, 
because from the passage: ‘That, verily, is the same light, which is 
within this person’ (Chand. 3.13.7), its identity with the fire within 
the belly is known. . 

On this suggestion, we reply: Here the object denoted by the 
term "light" is the Supreme Brahman alone, possessed of unsurpassed 
splendour. Why? “On account of the mention of feet.” Thus, 
in the text, which precedes the text about the ‘light’, viz. ‘So much 
is His greatness, and the Person is higher than this. One foot of him 
are all beings, three feet of him, the immortal in the heaven’ (Rg-V. 
10.10.3; Chand. 3.12.6), Brahman is mentioned as having four feet. 
Thus, all beings constitute His one foot. Having all beings as one 
foot is possible on the part of the Supreme Brahman alone, and never 
on the part of any one else. Nor is any contradiction involved in the 
declaration of His having the heaven as His limit, because, as the word 
‘higher’ in the passage: ‘What is higher than this’ (Chand. 3.13.7) 
denotes superiority, it is not meant to denote non-comprehensiveness ; 


1 §, R, SK, B. 
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and because from the passage: ‘That the gods worship as the 
Light of lights, as Life’ (Brh. 4.4.16) the term ‘light’ is known 
to be referring to Brahman. Nor is any contradiction involved in the 
declaration of a minor fruit, because Brahman is the giver of fruits 
in accordance with the fitness of persons. As it is declared in the 
"Mystery of Fire’! of the Vajasaneyins: ‘As one worships him, so 
he becomes’ (Sat. Br. 10.5.2.102), and by the Lord Himself, in 
the passage :—‘““ Whosoever, in whatever way, resorts to me, him, in 
that same way, do I favour" ' (Gité. 4.11). And, the purpose of the 
meditation on the identity (of the Lord) with the fire within the belly 
is to be known from the text: '''I, having become the Vaisvanara 3, 
abide within the bodies of living beings, and united with the pràna 
and the apàna,* I digest the four kinds of food” ' (Gita 15.14). 


SÜTRA 26 


"Ir IT BE OBJECTED THAT ON ACCOUNT OF THE MENTION OF THE 
METRE, (BRAHMAN IS) NOT (DENOTED), (THEN, WE REPLY:) NO, 
ON ACCOUNT OF THE DECLARATION OF THE APPLICATION OF THE 
MIND (TO BRAHMAN) THUS, FOR THUS IT IS SEEN (IN OTHER PAS- 
SAGES TOO).” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If it be objected that .“‘on account of the mention” of the metre 
called ‘Gayatri’ in the preceding text, the text referring to the feet 
may rofer to that and not to Brahman,—(we reply:) "No, on 
account of the declaration of the application of the mind" to the Lord, 
who is denoted by the term ‘Gayatri’ owing to the connection of the 
latter with certain qualities.5 Compare the word 'viràj' which 
illustrates a parallel case.9 

1 Agni-rahasya is the title of the tenth book of the Satapatha-brahmdna. 

2 P. 725, line 13. Cf. a very similar passage in Mudg. 3, p. 384, lines 8-9. 

3 That is, the fire of digestion. 

4 The prdna is one of the five modes of the chief vital-breath, and apdna 


is another. The first goes upwards the nose, the second goes downwards through 
the anus. Vide V.R.M. 

5 That is, the Gdyatri is said to possess certain qualities, which can belong 
to the Lord alone. Hence, the Lord is really denoted by the term ‘Gdyatri’. 
See V.K. below. 

9 We find that in other passages, too, & word, primarily denoting & metre, 
may stand for something else, e.g. the word ‘virdj’ primarily denotes a kind of 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be objected: As the Gayatri metre is referred to in the preced- 
ing passage viz.: ‘The Gayatri, verily, is all this’ (Chand. 3.12.1), 
the designation of beings as the foot, viz.: ‘One foot of him are all 
beings’ (Chand. 3.12.6), may refer to this very metre. It is not 
reasonable to hold that this text establishes Brahman,— 

(We reply:) “No.” Why? “On account of the declaration of 
the application of the mind thus," i.e. on account of the mention of 
the fixing of the mind “thus” to Brahman who is denoted by the term 
‘Gayatri’, since the latter is predicted to be the soul of all, in the 
passage: ‘The Gayatri, verily, is all this’ (Chànd. 3.12.1). Here, 
the term ‘Gayatri’ denotes Brahman who inheres in the metre, it 
being impossible for a metre, which is a mere collection of letters, to 
be the soul of all. “For thus it is seen," i.e. in very same manner, a 
parallel case is mentioned in the Aitarfya-upanisad, in the passage :— 
‘The Bahvrcas consider Him in the great-hymn, the Adhvaryus in 
the sacrificial fire, the Chandogas in the Mahà-vrata ceremony’ 1 
(Ait. Ar. 3.2.3, 12). The sense is that those who are conversant with 
the Rg-veda, those who are conversant with the Sàma-veda, and those 


metre, yet it denotes the ‘kria’ or tho group of ten substances in Chand. 4.3.8. 
Similarly, though the word ' Gáyatr?! denotes a kind of metre, yet it may denote 
Brahman too. See V.K. below. 

C.S.S. ed. reads: ' Krta-para',—meaning comes to the same, viz. the word 
‘virdj’ stands for the ‘krta’. 

1 A Bahvrca is one conversant with the Rg-veda, a priest of it, or the Hotr 
priest who represents it in the sacrificial ceremonies. M.W., p. 726. 

An Adhvaryu is a priest of a particular class, as distinguished from the 
Hotr, the Udgatr and the Bráhmana classes. He has to measure the ground, 
build the altar and so on, and while engaged in these duties, he has to repeat 
the hymns of the Yajurveda. Vide op. cit., p. 24. 

A Chandoga is a chanter of the Sdma-veda, an Udgätr €— Vide op. cit., 
p. 405. 

The Mahat-uktha (great hymn) or the Brhat-uktha forms & series of verses, 
in three sections, each containing eighty Trcas or triple verses, recited at the 
end of the Agni-cayana. An Uktha is a verse which is recited, as distinguished 
from the Sdman verse which is sung, and the Yajus or sacred formula which is 
muttered. It forms a subdivision of the Sastras. Vide op. cit., p. 172. See 
footnote 1, p. 78. 

Maháà-vrata is the name of a great religious observance. It is also the name 
of a Sáman or Stotra, appointed to be sung on the last day but one of the Gavdm- 
ayana. Vide M.W., p. 800. 
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who are conversant with the Yajur-veda consider, respectively in 
the chief Sastra 1, sacrificial fire, and the Maha-vrata, Brahman who 
inheres in them severally; like this, Brahman inheres in the (Gayatri) 
metre. 

Or, (an alternative explanation of the sütra,) just as the Gayatri 
is a class of metre which consists of four feet, each consisting of six 
syllables 2, so Brahman, too, has four feet in accordance with the 
text: ‘One foot of him are all beings, three feet, the immortal in the 
heaven’ (Chand. 3.12.6). Accordingly, on account of the mention 
of the fixing of the mind to Brahman who is metaphorically denoted 
by the word ‘Gayatri’ in virtue of the fact that both possess the 
quality of having four feet, the Gayatri is not recognized here, but 
Brahman alone. “For thus it is seen," i.e. in the very same manner, 
a term denoting a metre is found applied,—in a literal (as opposed 
to a metaphorical) sense,$—even to a different object in virtue of the 
fact that both possess a common quality. Thus, beginning: ‘These 
five and the other five make ten, and that is the krta'* (Chand. 
4.3.8), the text goes on to say: ‘That is the Viraj, the eater of food’ 
(Chand. 4.3.8). Here under the samvargavidya 5, the term ‘Viraj’, 


1 A Sastra is a verse recited by the Hoty and his assistants. Vide M.W., 
p. 1044. 

2 Vide the verse: ‘Indras éaci-patih| Balena piditah | duscyavano vred | samitsu 
sdsahih'| Sri. B. 1.1.26, p. 216, Part 1. 

3 See end of footnote 5 below. 

4 Krta is the name of the die marked with four points. 

5 The Samwarga-vidyá or the knowledge concerning the snatcher-unto- 
itself, taught by Ratkva to Jánaéruti. Vide Chand. 4.3. The wind is the 
snatcher-unto-itself among the gods, the vital-breath is the snatcher-unto- 
itself among the sense-organs. The wind absorbs fire, the sun, the moon and 
water. The vital-breath absorbs speech, the eye, the ear and the mind. And, 
the wind, together with its four kinds of food, viz. fire, the sun, the moon and 
water—these five, and the vital-breath, together with its four kinds of food, 
viz. speech, the eye, the ear and the mind—these five, make ten or the ' krta', 
which is called the'Virdj'. Here, the Krta has actually ten constituent parts, 
just as the Virdj metre has actually ten syllables. Hence these two are said 
to resemble each other in a literal sense, and not in a figurative one, as opposed 
to the case of Brahman and Gdyatri, since when it is said that Brahman has 
four feet, it is not meant that He has actually four feet, but only metaphorically, 
while Gáyatri has actually four feet or parts. Hence, here the term ‘gauna’ 
has been used in connection with the latter case, and the term ‘sakya’ in con- 
nection with the former. Vide V.K. above. 
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which is a class of metre of ten syllables, is found applied to a collection 
of ten objects or the krta. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


This is sütra 25 in his commentary. Reading same. He gives 
two alternative explanations of the sūtra. Under the first, he points 
out that the passage ‘The Gayatri, verily, is all this’ (Chand. 3.12.1) 
intimates that by means of the metre Gayatri, the mind is to be directed 
to Brahman who ‘is connected with the Gayatri as its cause, just as 
devout meditation on Brahman under the form of certain effects of 
Brahman is mentioned in other passages, viz. Aitereya-àranyaka. 
(See Srinivàsa above.) Under the second, he points out that according 
to some, the term Gayatri directly denotes Brahman, since both 
possess four feet, and quotes a Chàndogya passage as an example. 
(See Srinivasa above.)! 

Ramanuja 

Reading slightly different—viz. ‘nigmat’ in place of ‘nigadat’. 
Interpretation same.” 

Baladeva 

This is sūtra 25 in his commentary too. Reading and interpre- 
tation same, only the interpretation of the phrase ‘Tatha hi darsanam’ 
different. He does not take it as referring to one specific parallel 
instance as Nimbarka does but understands 'daréanam' in the 
sense of ‘consistency’, and the phrase means, according to him, ‘for 
by such an explanation alone the above passage gives a consistent 
meaning '.3 


SÜTRA 27 


* AND BECAUSE THE DESIGNATION OF THE BEINGS AND SO ON AS 
THE FEET IS APPROPRIATE (ONLY IF BRAHMAN BE DENOTED BY THE 
TERM ‘‘GAYATRI’’), THIS IS SO." 


Vedànta-parijáta-saurabha 


We hold that the Gayatri is Brahman not only ‘on account of 
the declaration of the application of the mind thus' (last part of Br. 


1 S.B. 1.1.25. 2 Sri. B. 1.1.26, p. 216, vol. 1. 
3 G.B. 1.1.25, pp. 91-92, Chap. 1. 
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Si. 1.1.26), but “this is so also because” (the four feet, viz.) beings, 
earth, body and heart, are “appropriate” on the part of Brahman, 
the Lord (alone). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


For this reason “also”, in the text: ‘The Gayatri, verily, is all 
this’ (Chand. 3.12.1), the object denoted by the term ‘Gayatri’ is 
Brahman. For what reason? “Because the designation of beings 
and so on as the feet is appropriate’’, i.e. also because the designation, 
viz. that the Gayatri has four feet,—called beings, earth, body and 
heart,—is appropriate on the part of Brahman alone, and not on the 
part of the Gayatri metre which is but a collection of letters. 


SOTRA 28 


“IF IT BE OBJECTED THAT ON ACCOUNT OF THE DIFFERENCE OF 
TEACHING, (BRAHMAN IS) NOT (RECOGNIZED), (WE REPLY:) NO, 
ON ACCOUNT OF THERE BEING NO CONTRADICTION EVEN IN BOTH 
CASES.”’ : 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If it be objected that first the heaven is referred to as a ‘locus’, and 
then again, as a ‘limit’, and there being such “a difference of teaching", 
Brahman is “not” recognized ,— 

(We reply:) “no”. Why? “Because there is no contradiction," 
in both the cases, with regard to the oneness of Brahman (i.e. in 
point of proving the very same Brahman). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be objected:—The heaven is referred to as a ‘locus’, by the 
locative case-ending, in the previous case, viz. : ‘The three feet of him 
are the immortal in the heaven (divi)’ (Chand. 3.12.6), but as a 
‘limit’, by the ablative case-ending, in the text ‘Now, the light that 
shines higher than the heaven (divah)' (Chand. 3.13.7) Thus, 
“on account of the difference of teaching ", resulting from the difference 
of the case-endings, Brahman is not recognized in the text concerning 
the light (viz. Chánd. 3.13.7)— 


1 Vide Chand. 3.12.1-4. 
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(We reply:) Such an objection cannot be raised. Why? "In 
both the cases", i.e. in the case of the locative as well as in the case 
of the ablative, the oneness of the root-meaning, which is the main 
thing, is not set aside by the meaning of the case-endings, which is 
subsidiary only; just as the expressions: ‘A hawk on the top of the 
tree’, ‘A hawk above the tree’ (mean the same thing). Hence, it is 
established that the object denoted by the term “light ” is the Supreme 
Brahman alone, possessed of unsurpassed splendour. : 


Here ends the section entitled ‘The light’ (10). 


Adhikarana 11: The section entitled ‘Indra and 
the vital-breath'. (Sütras 29-32) 


SÜTRA 29 


*(BRAHMAN IS DENOTED BY THE WORD) VITAL-BREATH, ON 
ACCOUNT OF INTELLIGIBILITY IN THAT WAY." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


In the text: ‘I am the vital-breath’ (Kaus. 3.2!) and so on, 
the object denoted by the term ‘vital-breath’ and the rest, is the 
Highest Self, because the qualities of highest auspiciousness, endless- 
ness and so on are intelligible only if the Highest Self be understood. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now, by showing, in the following four aphorisms, that the 
Kausitaki-texts all refer to Brahman, the author refutes the view that 
words like ' vital-breath', ‘Indra’ and so on mean the individual soul. 

In the Kausitaki-brahmana-upanisad, the Pratardana-vidyà is 
recorded, beginning: ‘Pratardana, verily, the son of Divodàsa, arrived 
by fighting and valour at the beloved abode of Indra' (Kaus. 3.1). 
It is said here: Being told by Indra: ‘“‘I will give you a boon ”’ (Kaus. 
3.1), Pratardana said: ‘“‘Do you yourself choose (a boon) for me, ? 
what you consider to be the most beneficial for mankind’’’ (Kaus. 


1 §, R, Bh, SK, B. 
2 The word ‘varam’ is not included in the original text. 
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3.1), i.e. having considered the boon ‘yourself’, ‘choose’, i.e. give that 
‘to me’. Thus told by Pratardana, Indra said: '"I am the vital- 
breath, the intelligent Self. Worship me, as life, as immortality ” ' 
(Kaus. 3.2); and again, later on: ‘‘‘ The vital-breath, verily, is the in- 
telligent self that taking hold of this body, makes it stand up’’’ 
(Kaus. 3.3), ‘“‘Let none desire to enquire after speech, but let him 
know the speaker”’ (Kaug. 3.8), and in conclusion also: ‘ “Now, 
this vital-breath itself, forsooth, is the intelligent self, bliss, ageless 
and immortal"' (Kaus. 3.8). Here, the doubt is, viz. whether a 
certain individual soul is denoted by the words ‘Indra’ and ‘vital- 
breath’, or the Highest Self? What is reasonable here ? 

The prima facie view is: As the word ‘Indra’ is well-known to 
be denoting an individual soul entrusted with a certain office, and as 
there is a text regarding the object denotable by the term ‘Indra’, viz. 
* *T am the vital-breath’’’ (Kaus. 3.2),—the word ‘vital-breath’ also 
denotes ‘Indra’. From the text: ‘‘‘Worship me as life, as immor- 
tality "' (Kaus. 3.2), he alone is known here as the object to be 
worshipped. 

With regard to this, the correct conclusion is as follows: “The 
vital-breath", i.e. the meaning of the word 'vital-breath' and what 
is denoted by the words ‘Indra’ and the rest accompanying it, are the 
Highest Self alone. Why? ‘“On account of intelligibility in that 
way,’ ie. because qualities like ‘highest auspiciousness’, ‘being the 
intelligent self’, ‘bliss’, ‘agelessness’ and the rest are intelligible '''in 
that way”’’, ie. only if the Highest Self be understood. Thus, first, 
it is said in the beginning: ‘The son of Divodàsa went to the beloved 
abode of Indra' ! (Kaus. 3.1), where Indra, conceiving the dependence 
of his own self on Brahman for its existence and activity, did not 
think: ‘I am Indra’; but, being merged in the bliss of Brahman and 
conceiving that the sentient and the non-sentient objects have Brahman 
as their self, reflected: ‘Brahman, alone, is all this, I am Brahman’; 
and looked upon even those who had committed sins as his own self. 
And, the object to be attained by the Self (viz. Indra) and by those 
who were equal to the Self (viz. all other beings whom Indra looked 
upon as his self) was Brahman alone; the means thereto being simply 
the worship of His feet. Indra told to Pratardana, who had arrived 
there, i.e. at his so-beloved place: ‘Choose a boon’. And, thus 


1 The word 'tdvat' is not included in the quotation. 
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requested, Pratardana too, wishing for the highest goal of men, said 
to him, who was very modest, free from pride, and desirous of inti- 
mating the means to the highest goal of men, ‘“Do you yourself 
choose a boon for me"'' and so on. Thereupon, the vital-breath was 
taught to Pratardana as the object to be worshipped, in the passage: 
‘“T am the vital-breath’”’ (Kaus. 3.2) and so on. How can the 
vital-breath, taught thus as the highest goal of men, be an individual 
soul? How can the text: '' Worship me’’’ (Kaus. 3.2) be intelligible 
except as designating the worship of the Supreme Brahman? The 
individual soul, the witness of the three states !, being a part and not 
fit to be attained by another individual soul, is not attainable through 
the intuition of a knower. And (the adjective) ‘most beneficial’ (in 
the text: ‘“‘What you consider to be the most beneficial for mankind ”’) 
does not apply to anything else except to the attainment of Brahman. 
(The qualities like) ‘being the intelligent self’, ‘bliss’, ‘agelessness’, 
and ‘immortality’, mentioned in the passages: ‘‘‘Worship me as lifo, 
as immortality "' 2 (Kaus. 2.3), ‘This alone, verily, is the intelligent 
self, bliss, ageless, immortal’ (Kaus. 3.8), fit in only if Brahman 
be understood, and not otherwise. Hence, the words ‘Indra’, ‘vital- 
breath’ and so on were used by the celebrated Indra with a view to 
designating Brahman, and not his own self. 


SOTRA 30 


“IF IT BE OBJECTED THAT (BRAHMAN IS) NOT (DENOTED), ON 
ACCOUNT OF THE SELF OF THE SPEAKER BEING TAUGHT, (WE REPLY :) 
BECAUSE THERE IS A MULTITUDE OF REFERENCES TO THE SELF IN 
IT." 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 

If it be objected: The object denoted by the words ‘vital-breath’ 
and the rest cannot be Brahman. Why? Because in the text: 
' Know me alone"' (Kaus. 3.13), the very self of the speaker is 
taught,— 


1 Viz. waking, dream, deep sleep. 
2 Correct quotation translated : ‘tam mam’. 
3 S, R, Bh, SK, B. 
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(We reply:) ‘ “In this" chapter, there is a multitude of references 
to the Highest Self. Hence, the object denoted by the words ‘vital- 
breath’, ‘Indra’ and the rest is the Highest Self alone. 


Vedànta-kaustubha 


If it be objected: In the aphorism: ‘The vital-breath, on account 
of intelligibility in that way’ (Br. Su. 1.1.29), it has been said that 
the object denoted by the words ‘vital-breath’, ‘Indra’ and so on, is 
Brahman. That is not the case. Why? ‘“On account of the self 
of the speaker being taught,” ' i.e. because the very self of the speaker, 
viz. Indra, who says at first: '* Know me alone”’ (Kaus. 3.1), and 
later on: ‘‘‘I am the vital-breath, the intelligent self’’’ (Kaus. 3.2),— 
his very individual character, well-known from the passage: ''*I killed 
the three-headed son of Tvastr, I delivered the Arunmukhas, the 
ascetics, to the wolves ”’ (Kaus. 3.1),—is taught as the object to be 
worshipped. Thus, the introductory text here refers to the individual 
soul. This being so, the concluding text too, viz. ‘Bliss, ageless, 
immortal’ (Kaus. 3.8), should refer to it,— 

We reply: ‘“‘ Because there is a multitude of references to the self 
in it", ie. “because ”, i.e. certainly, “in it”, viz. in this chapter, there 
is “a multitude of references to the self”, i.e. numerous references to 
that which is above the (individual) self, viz. the Highest Self; that 
means, in this chapter there are (mentioned) a great many attributes 
of the Highest Self. Hence there cannot be any reference to any 
individual soul like Indra here,—this is the resulting meaning. Thus, 
the worship of what is the most beneficial, mentioned in the introduc- 
tory text: ‘“‘What you consider to be the most beneficial for mankind "'' 
(Kaus. 3.1), is nothing but the worship of the Highest Self, because 
He alone is the most auspicious Being, as declared by another scriptural 
text: ‘By knowing Him alone, one surpasses death; there is no other 
way to salvation’ (Svet. 6.15). Similarly, making one do good or 
evil deeds as declared by the text: ‘He alone makes one, whom he 
wishes to lead up from these worlds, perform good action. He alone 
makes one, whom he wishes to lead downwards from these worlds, 
perform evil action’! (Kaus. 3.8), is a quality of the Highest Self 
alone. Likewise, being the support of all sentient and non-sentient 


1 Correct quotation translated: ‘Hea hi eva enam . . . . ,e$a u eva 
enam asddhu karma kárayati tam yam adho ninigate’. Vide Kaus. 3.8, p. 130. 
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objects,—depicted by the term ‘elements of intelligence’ in the text 
which, beginning thus: ‘The vital-breath alone is the intelligent self 
that, taking hold of the body, makes it stand up’ (Kaus. 3.3), goes 
on: ‘As of a chariot the rim of the wheel is fixed on the spokes, and 
the spokes are fixed on the nave, even so these elements of being are 
fixed on the elements of intelligence, and the elements of intelligence 
are fixed on the vital-breath’ (Kaus. 3.8) ;—as well as bliss and the 
rest, mentioned in the text: ‘Now, this vital-breath, forsooth, is the 
intelligent self, bliss, ageless, immortal' (Kaus. 3.8), are qualities of 
the Highest Self alone. 'Being the Self' and 'being the object to 
be known’, mentioned in conclusion in the text: ‘“Let one know: 
“He is my self "' (Kaus. 3.8), are also qualities of the Highest Self. 
Hence, a great many attributes of the Highest Self being mentioned 
here, the Highest Self alone is denoted by the terms ‘Indra’, ‘vital- 
breath' and the rest. 


SÜTRA 31 


“BUT THE INSTRUCTION (GIVEN BY INDRA ABOUT HIMSELF) 

(IS JUSTIFIABLE) THROUGH SCRIPTURAL INSIGHT, AS IN THE CASE 

OF VAMADEVA." 

Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 

Realizing that everything had Brahman for its soul, Indra 
properly said “through scriptural insight": ‘‘“Know me alone"' 
(Kaus. 3.11)—the scriptural text to this effect is: ‘What sorrow, 
what delusion is there of him who perceives the unity’ (144. 7 2)—, 
just as Vamadeva said: ‘“I was Manu and the sun’’’ (Brh. 1.4.10; 
Rg. V. 4.26. 1a 3). 


Vedànta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz.: Why then did Indra being one, (viz. an 
individual soul) taught himself as another (viz. Brahman) in the 
passage: '' Worship me’’’ (Kaus. 3.2) !—it is replied here:— 

No such objection can be raised. Just as & highly favoured royal 
servant says to the subjects, even like the king himself, 'I am your 


1 Š, R, Bh, SK, B. 2 $, R, Bh, SK, B. 
3 P. 285, line 8. Not quoted by others. 
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ruler to be worshipped by you’, so is the case here. “But through 
scriptural insight.” That is, in the passages, '"Know me alone’’ 
(Kaus. 3.1), ‘““Worship me” (Kaus. 3.2), and so on, Indra, who is 
only an individual soul, taught the Highest Self as his own self, conse- 
quent of knowing, “through scriptural insight”, i.e. from scriptural 
texts, that the Supreme Brahman is the inner controller and the soul 
of all. The scriptural texts are the following :— All this has that for 
its self, that is true, that is the self, Brahman’! (Chand. 6.7.8; 
6.9.4; 6.10.3; 6.11.3; 6.123; 6.13.3; 6.14.3; 6.15.3; 6.16.3), 
‘All this, verily, is Brahman, emanating from him, disappearing into 
him, breathing in him’ (Chand. 3.1.4.), ‘‘‘You have, truly, attained 
freedom from fear, O Janaka ’’!’ (Brh. 4.2.4), ‘Who knows himself: 
“I am Brahman” ’2 (Brh. 1.4.10), ‘Entered within, the ruler of men, 
the soul of all’ (Tait. Ar. 3.11.23), ‘This is your soul, the inner con- 
troller, immortal’ (Brh. 3.7.3, etc.) and so on. Compare the case 
of Vamadeva, who intuiting the Highest Self, the Inner Controller of 
all, through scriptural insight, spoke of Him alone, when he said: 
‘Seeing this, the sage Vamadeva understood: “I was Manu and the 
sun" (Brh. 1.4.10), ‘I am the wise Kaksivin sage’ (Rg. V. 4.26.14). 
Hence the teaching: ‘“‘Know me alone" (Kaus. 3.1), etc. is, indeed, 


proper. 
COMPARISON 


Srikantha 


He gives two alternative explanations, the last of which tallies 
with the explanation given by Nimbarka.5 


1 The word ‘ Brahman’ is not included in the original texts. 

2 Correct quotation: ‘ya evam veddham Brahmdsmi’. Vide Brh. 1.4.10, 
p. 46. 

3 P. 181. 

4 The full quotation in Rg.V. is: ‘I was Manu and the sun, I am the 
wise Kakgivdn sage’—said by Indra. 

5 SK. 1.1.31 (p. 288, Part 3). 
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SUTRA 32 


“IF IT BE OBJECTED THAT ON ACCOUNT OF THE CHARACTERISTIC 
MARKS OF THE INDIVIDUAL SOUL AND THE CHIEF VITAL-BREATH, 
(BRAHMAN IS) NOT (MEANT), (WE REPLY:) NO, ON ACCOUNT OF 
THE THREEFOLDNESS OF MEDITATION, ON ACCOUNT OF BEING 
REFERRED TO (ELSEWHERE), ON ACCOUNT OF (ITS) SUITABILITY 
HERE." 

Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If it be objected: On account of the characteristic marks of the 
individual soul, mentioned in the passages:— Let none desire to 
enquire into speech, but let him desire to know the speaker’ (Kaus. 
3.81), ‘I slew the three-headed son of Tvastr’ (Kaus. 3.12); as well 
as on account of the characteristic marks of the chief vital-breath, 
mentioned in the passage—‘The vital-breath alone is the intelligent 
self that taking hold of the body makes it stand up’ (Kaus. 3.3 8), 
Brahman is not referred to here,— 

(We reply:) No, "because of the threefoldness of the meditation" 
on Brahman, in accordance with the different grades of meditating 
devotees, viz. (meditation on Brahman) as the Inner Controller of the 
group of individual souls, as the Inner Controller of the non-sentient 
objects, and as different from them both; “because it is referred to" 
(elsewhere); “because it is suitable here" also. 


Here ends the first quarter of the first chapter in the Vedànta- 
parijata-saurabha, an interpretation of the Sariraka-mimamsa-texts, 
and composed by the reverend Nimbarka. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be objected: Brahman cannot be denoted here by the words 
‘vital-breath’ and the rest. Why? “On account of the character- 
istic marks of the individual soul and the chief vital-breath." First, 
the characteristic marks of the individual soul are stated in the 
passages: ‘Let none desire to enquire after speech, but let him desire to 
know the speaker’ (Kaus. 3.8), ‘“I delivered the Arunmukhas, the 


1 $, R, Bh, B. | ? R, SK, Bh, B. . 3 S, R, Bh, B. 
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ascetics, to the wolves’’’ (Kaus. 3.1) and so on; and the characteristic 
marks of the chief vital-breath are stated in the passage: ‘Now, verily, 
the vital-breath alone is the intelligent soul that taking hold of this 
body makes it stand up’ (Kaus. 3.1). Hence it is not possible that 
Brahman is referred to here,— 

(We, reply:) *No." Why? “On account of the threefoldness 
of meditation, on account of being referred (elsewhere), on account 
of (its) suitability here.” That is, the designation of Brahman by 
such and such terms (viz. Indra and the vital-breath) is for the sake 
of teaching the threefoldness of meditation, just as elsewhere three 
kinds of meditation on Brahman are referred to. There (viz. in the 
Taittirlya-upanisad) Brahman is recommended to be meditated on 
in His own nature in the passages: ' Brahman is truth, knowledge and 
infinite’ (Tait. 2.1), ‘Brahman is bliss’ (Tait. 3.6); and to be medi- 
tated on as the inner soul of the sentient and the non-sentient, as well 
as the soul of all in the passages: ‘Having created that, he entered into 
that very thing. Having entered it, He became real and that, defined 
and undefined, based and non-based, knowledge and non-knowledge' 
(Tait. 2.6). In the same manner “on account of its suitability", 
ie. on account of the suitability of such a threefoldness, "here", 
ie. in the Pratardanavidy& as well, there is no divergence among the 
texts, the whole group of texts referring to one and the same Brahman. 
This should be understood here: If a text be ascertained from the 
introduction and the rest to be referring to Brahman, then if there 
be marks of anything else therein, those, too, should be referred to 
Brahman, who is the inner controller of that thing, who possesses it 
as His power, and who is the object to be meditated on. Hence, it is 
established that the object indicated by the words ‘Indra’, ‘vital- 
breath' and the rest is the Highest Self. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘Indra and the vital-breath’ (11). 


Here ends the first section of the first chapter in the Vedanta- 
kaustubha, a commentary on the Sariraka-mimamsa, and composed 
by the reverend teacher Srinivàsa, dwelling under the lotus-feet of 
the reverend Nimbarka, the founder and teacher of the sect of the 
reverend Sanatkumára. 


(st. 1. 1. 32. 
ADH. 11.] VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA 89 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


This is sütra 31 in his commentary. Reading same. He gives 
two alternative explanations of the second part of the sütra, viz. the 
reply to the objection, thus:— . 

(1) 'If it be objected . . . . , (then, we reply:)—On 
account of the threefoldness of meditation, (ie. your interpretation 
would involve the assumption of devout meditation of three kinds, 
viz. on the individual soul, on the chief vital-breath and on Brahman, 
but one and the same section cannot teach three different kinds of 
things). (Moreover, the word ** vital-breath " must denote Brahman 
here,) on account of (that meaning) being accepted (elsewhere), on 
account of connection here (i.e. in the passage itself characteristic 
marks of Brahman are mentioned). (Hence the conclusion is that 
Brahman is the topic of the whole chapter.)’ This interpretation is 
different from Nimbarka’s interpretation. 

Or, ‘If it be objected . . . . ,(then, wereply:) (the charac- 
teristic marks of the individual soul and the chief vital-breath are not 
out of place in & chapter which deals with Brahman) on account of 
the threefoldness of meditation (i.e. because this chapter aims simply 
at advocating thereby the three ways of meditating on Brahman, viz. 
under the aspect of the prāņa, under the aspect of prajfià, and in 
itself, according as Brahman is viewed either with reference to the 
two limiting adjuncts, or in itself); because (in other passages also we 
find that meditation on Brahman is) made dependant (on Brahman 
being qualified by limiting adjuncts—cf. Chànd. 3.14.2); because 
(the hypothesis that Brahman is meditated on under three aspects) 
is perfectly consistent here (i.e. in the prāņa chapter 1). This inter- 
pretation too does not tally, with Nimbarka’s interpretation, for 
Nimbarka does not hold that the sentient and the non-sentient— 
under the aspects of which Brahman is meditated on—are limiting 
adjuncts of Brahman. 


Ramanuja 
Reading and interpretation same. According to Ràmànuja, the 


three kinds of meditation are:— (1) Meditation on Brahman in His 
own nature as the cause of the world, (2) meditation on Brahman as 


1 S.B. 1.1.31, pp. 256 ff. 
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having the totality of the enjoying souls as His body (i.e. as the inner 
soul of the sentient), and (3) meditation on Brahman as having the 
objects and means of enjoyment for His body (i.e. as the inner soul 
of the non-sentient).1 

Bhaskara 


This is sütra 31 in his commentary. Reading different—viz. 
omits the portion: ‘Aéritatviad iha tad-yogàt'. Two alternative 
interpretations given, the first (the author's own view) exactly like 
Samkara’s first explanation; tho second (the view of others: ‘apare 
tu’, etc.) like Nimbürka's explanation.? 


Srikantha 


Reading and interpretation same. He points out, exactly after 
Ràmànuja, that the three kinds of meditations on the Lord are— 
svarüpena, bhoktr-Sarirena and bhogya-rüpena.? 


Baladeva 


This is sūtra 31 in Baladeva. His interpretation is like Samkara’s 
first interpretation.* 
Résumé 


The first quarter of the first chapter contains :— 


(1) 32 sütras and 11 adhikaranas, according to Nimbàrka; 
(2) 31 sütras and 11 adhikaranas, according to Samkara ; 
(3) 32 sütras and 11 adhikaranas, according to Ràmànuja; 
(4) 31 sütras and 11 adhikaranas, according to Bhaskara,; 
(5) 32 sütras and 12 adhikaranas, according to Srikantha ; 
(6) 31 sütras and 11 adhikaranas, according to Baladeva. 


Samkara, Bhaskara and Baladeva omit sūtra 9 in Nimbarka’s 
commentary. 


d 


1 Sri. B. 1.1.32, p. 224, vol. 1.:—'Nikhila-kdrana-bhitasya Brahmanah 
&varüpendnusandhánam, bhoktr-varga-sarirakatvadnusandhanam, | bhogya-bhogopa- 
karana-sarirakatvdnusandhdnan ceti trividham anusandhanam | upadegtum ity- 
arthah’ 

2 Bh. B. 1.1.31, pp. 35-36. 

3 SK. B. 1.1.32, pp. 291-92, Part 3. 

4 G.B. 1.1.31. 


FIRST CHAPTER (Adhyàya) 
SECOND QUARTER (Pàáda) 


Adhikarana 1: The section entitled ‘Celebrity 
everywhere'. (Sütras 1-8) 


SÜTRA 1 


“(THAT WHICH CONSISTS OF MIND IS BRAHMAN), BECAUSE OF THE 
TEACHING OF WHAT IS CELEBRATED EVERYWHERE." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Beginning: ‘All this, verily, is Brahman, emanating from him. 
disappearing into him and breathing in him ;—tranquil, let one medi- 
tate on him thus’ (Chand. 3.14.11), Scripture continues: ‘Consisting 
of mind, having the vital breath for his body’ (Chand. 3.14.22). 
Here, the object which is to be meditated on as consisting of mind is 
to be understood as the Highest self, the cause of all, and not as the 
individual soul. Why? Because the highest self alone, celebrated 
in all the Vedantas, is taught in the above passages, viz. ‘All this, 
verily, is Brahman’ (Chand. 3.14.1). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Thus, in the first section, the concordance of the scriptural texts 
with regard to the holy Lord Vasudeva has been shown,—He who is 
the object of enquiry, the greatest Being, the cause of the origin and 
the rest of the world, having Scripture for His sole proof, omniscient, 
without an equal or a superior and the one mass of infinite auspicious 
qualities. Now, in the following two sections, the reverend teacher 
of the Veda is showing that those texts,—some of which indistinctly 
indicate the individual soul and the rest, and some of which distinctly 
do so,—all refer to Him alone. 

The Chandogas record the following: ‘ All this, verily, is Brahman, 
emanating from him, disappearing into him, and breathing in him ;— 
tranquil, let one meditate (on him) thus. Now, a person consists of 


1 §, R, Bh, B. 2 §, R, Bh, SK, B. 
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determination. According to what his determination is in this world, 
so does he become on departing hence. Let him form a determination. 
He who consists of mind, has the vital-breath for his body, is of the 
form of light’ (Chand. 3.14.1-21) and so on. Here, a doubt arises, 
viz. whether the individual soul ? should be understood as the object 
to be meditated on, possessed of the attributes of consisting of mind 
and the rest, or the Highest self. What is reasonable here ? 


(Prima facie view.) 


If it be suggested: The individual soul. Why? Because the 
individual soul is well-known to have the mind and the vital-breath as 
ita instruments; because Scripture declares that Lord Brahman, the 
Supreme Being, has no connection with mind and the vital-breath, in 
the passage: ‘Without the vital-breath, without mind, pure’ (Mund. 
2.1.2); and, finally, because having the heart for its abode as well as 
being atomic, stated in the passage: ‘This is the soul® within the 
heart, smaller than a grain of rice, or a barley-corn’ (Chand. 3.14.3), 
are possible in the case of the limited individual soul alone. If it be 
objected: of the six proofs, viz. scriptural statement, mark, text, 
topic, place and name, each succeeding one is weaker than the preceding 
one. Of these, scriptural statement means an independent statement, 
and mark means the power of words (to indicate some meaning). 
Now, here, the scriptural statement, viz.: ‘ All this, verily, is Brahman’ 
(Chand. 3.14.1), is of a greater force than the mark of the individual 
soul, viz. consisting of mind and the rest, it being mentioned first, 
(the rule being that of these six, each preceding one is of a greater 
force than each succeeding one). Hence, Brahman alone, mentioned 
above, is to be construed here as the object to be meditated on,—(we 
reply:) no, because as that text fulfils its purpose simply by teaching, 
as a means to the attainment of tranquillity, that everything has 
Brahman for its soul, thus: ‘Tranquil, let one meditate ', so it is not 
concerned with laying down any injunction regarding the meditation 
on Brahman (here ends the original Prima facie view) 


1 This passage occurs also in Sat. Br. 10.6.3. It forms a part of the famous 
SGndilya-vidyd, or the Doctrine of Sündilya. For a further account see footnote 
(5), p. 1078 f. 

2 ‘ Ksetrajfia, means ‘Knower of the field’, or the body, i.e. the soul, the 
conscious principle in the corporeal frame. 

3 Correct quotation: ‘Esa ma átmá . . .’ Vide Chand. 3.14.3, p. 158. 
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(Correct conclusion.) 


We reply:—The highest soul alone, possessed of the attributes 
of consisting of mind and the rest, is the object to be meditated on. 
Why? "Because" the cause of the origin and the rest of the world, 
“celebrated everywhere", i.e. in all the Vedàntas, “is taught" as the 
cause of all, as the soul of alf, here in the text: ‘All this, verily, is 
Brahman’ (Chand. 3.14.1). Or, else, “because” the attributes of 
‘consisting of mind’ and the rest, "celebrated" in all the Vedàntas as 
belonging to the Supreme Brahman, thus: ‘Consisting of mind, leader 
of the vital-breath and the body (Mund. 2.2.7), ‘This ether that is 
within the heart,—therein is the person, consisting of mind (Tait. 1.6), 
and so on, “are taught”. Of these, ‘consisting of mind’ means 
‘capable of being apprehended by a purified mind’; ‘having 
the vital-breath for the body’ means “being the support and the ruler 
of even the vital-breath'; ‘without the vital-breath’ means ‘abiding in- 
dependently of the vital-breath’; and ‘without mind’ means ‘having 
knowledge not dependent on the mind’. 

Or, else, the text: ‘All this, verily, is Brahman, emanating from 
him, disappearing into him, and breathing in him ;—tranquil, let one 
meditate (on him) thus’ (Chand. 3.14.1) enjoins meditation, thus: 
‘Let one meditate on Brahman, the soul of all, in a tranquil spirit’. 
The text: ‘Let him form a determination’ (Chand. 3.14.1) is a repeti- 
tion (of the same injunction), with a view to proving that the attributes 
of ‘consisting of mind’ and the rest belong to the very same Being, 
mentioned above, (viz. Brahman). Let one meditate on Brahman, the 
soul of all and possessed of the attributes of consisting of mind and the 
rest,—this is the sense of the text. Here, a doubt arises, viz. whether 
Brahman, indicated as the soul of all, is the individual soul, or the 
Highest self. What is reasonable here? If it be suggested: The 
individual soul. Why? Because, it alone can possibly assume the 
forms of all kinds of beings, Brahma and so on, due to karmas, based 
on beginningless nescience; while it is never possible for the Supreme 
Brahman to assume identity with all sorts of low or vile forms, since 
He is endowed with (the attributes of) omniscience, omnipotence, 
freedom from sins, freed on by nature from all faults and so on. The 
word ‘Brahman’ too, applies to the individual soul alone, it being 
endowed with great qualities (like knowledge and the like). And 
the origin and the rest of the world being due to karmas, it is reasonable 
to indicate the individual soul as their cause,— 
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We reply: “Because of the teaching of what is celebrated every- 
where ’’, i.e. the meaning of the word ‘Brahman,’ who is designated as 
the soul of all and as the cause of the origin and the rest of all, is the 
Highest Self alone. For this very reason, "everywhere", i.e. in the 
Vedàntas, he is “taught” to be “celebrated” as the cause of the origin 
and the rest of the world—because of this; and also because it is 
impossible that the origin and the rest of the world can be due to the 
individual soul, since in the passages—‘‘ He desired: ‘May I be many, 
may I procreate’ . . . He created all this" (Tait. 2.6) and 
so on, the Supreme Lord alone is celebrated to be the cause of the 
world. This is stated in the ‘Law of salvation'!. Beginning: 
**Whence has arisen this entire world, consisting of the immovable 
and the movable, and to whom does it go during universal dissolution ? 
Tell me that, O grandfather! By whom has this world, together 
with the oceans, the sky, mountains, cloud, lands, fire and air, 
been made ?’’’ (Maha. 12.6765-662); having stated: ‘The scripture 
which was related by Bhrgu to Bhàradvàja, who asked’ (Maha. 12. 
6769C3); having stated the origin of all beings thus: 'Of him who 
is called Narayana, who is unchangeable, the imperishable soul, who 
is unmanifest, unknowable, higher than prakrti;’4 and having 
stated: ‘Then, a lustrous, celestial lotus was created by the self-born. 
From that lotus arose Brahma, the Lord, consisting of the Veda’ 
(Maha. 12.6779 C-89A 5), —the text designates Lord Krsna, Narayana, 
Brahman, as the cause of all sentient beings and non-sentient objects, 
thus: ‘For he is difficult to be known, undoubtedly inconceivable in 
nature even by the perfected souls. He, verily, is Lord Visnu, cele- 
brated to be infinite, abiding as the inter controller of all beings, 
difficult to be known by those who have not obtained the self,—who 
is the creator of this principle of egoism for the production of 
all beings, from whom arose the universe, about whom I have been 
asked by you here ' (Maha. 12.6784-86A 9). Hence, the Highest Self 


1 Mokga-dharma is the name of a section of the 12th book of the Mahd- 
bhdrata, from Adhydya 174 to the end. 

2 P. 604, lines 3-4, vol. 3. 8 Op. cit., line 7. 

4 This is not traceable in any of the three editions, Asiatic Society, Variga- 
väsi and Bombay. 

5 P. 604, lines 17-18 (vol. 3). This verse is not found in the Bombay 
edition. 
€ P. 604, lines 22-24. 


[sC. 1. 2. 2. 
ADH. 1.] VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA 95 


alone is denoted by the word ‘Brahman’ here, and not the individual 
soul. ! 


COMPARISON 
Ramanuja 


Reading same. He gives two alternative interpretations, which 
tally with the last two explanations of Srinivisa.2 


SOTRA 2 


* AND BECAUSE OF THE APPROPRIATENESS OF THE ATTRIBUTES 
INTENDED TO BE STATED.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


And because tho attributes, viz. ‘consisting of mind,’ ‘having 
true resolves’ and the rest, “intended to be stated” in the text: 
‘Consisting of mind, having the vital-breath for the body, of the 
form of light, having true resolves’ (Chand. 3.14.23) and so on, are 
‘appropriate’ on the part of Brahman alone. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


As the attributes of ‘having true resolves’ and the rest, ‘intended 
to be stated' as the peculiar attributes of Brahman in the passage: 
‘Consisting of mind, having the breath for the body, of the form of 
light, having true resolves, having the ether as the soul, having all 
desires, having all odours,* . . . having all tastes, pervading all 
this, unspeaking, indifferent’ (Chand. 3.14.2) and so on, are “appro- 
priate" on the part of Brahman alone,—so Brahman alone is under- 
stood in the above text. "The adjective ‘pervading all this’ means 
that He has accepted 'all this'—i.e. the sentient and the non-sentient 
objects, ending with ‘taste’, —as His own; ‘unspeaking’ means that 
He abides in silence because of His unsurpassed graveness ; ‘indifferent.’ 
means that ‘He has no concern’. 


1 Srinivdsa gives altogether three explanations of this Suira, the first of 
which tallies with the explanation of Nimbarka. 

2 Sri. B. 1.2.1. Pp. 231 et seg. Part 1. 

3 R, B. 

4 The original text reads ' sarva-karma? after this. 
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SUTRA 3 
“BUT ON ACOOUNT OF INAPPROPRIATENESS, NOT THE EMBODIED 
(SoUL).”’ 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


He who is possessed of the attributes of consisting of mind and 
the rest is the Supreme Being alone, and not the individual soul, 
because (the attributes like) ‘ consisting of mind’, ‘ having true re- 
solves ' and so on, are “inappropriate” on its part. 


Vedànta -kaustubha 


Brahman alone is to be understood as consisting of mind, for 
the purpose of meditation, and not “the embodied", i.e. the indivi- 
dual soul, possessing a body. Why? Because the attributes of 
* having true resolves' and the like are "inappropriate" on the part 
of the individual soul. Moreover, the attributes of 'consisting of 
mind' and the rest too, are inappropriate on the part of the indivi- 
dual soul. Thus, the text says: ‘Let him form a determination’ 
(Chand, 3.14.1). Of what kind is he? ‘Consisting of mind ’, again, 
‘having the vital-breath for his body’. These adjectives are not 
appropriate' on the part of the individual soul, because no such 
implication is involved here, nor any purpose. But all these are 
appropriate on the part of the Highest self. Thus, when it is said: 
Let the worshipper, whether he desires for salvation, or for any 
particular fruit, ‘form a determination’, i.e. perform meditation or 
action, in a ‘calm’ spirit, the question arises: In reference to whom 
is he to perform meditation or action? and in reply, the Highest 
Person, the soul of all, and indicated above in the passage: ‘ All 
this, verily, is Brahman’ (Chand. 3.14.1), is pointed out as the 
object to be meditated on. And, this text: ‘Consisting of mind, 
having the vital-breath for the body’ (Chand. 3.14.2) and so on 
refers to Brahman. Hence the attributes of ‘ consisting of mind’ 
and the rest are not appropriate on the part of the individual soul. 


COMPARISON 
Srikantha 


Reading same, interpretation different. According to Srikantha, 
a new adhikarana begins with this sütra (sütras 3-8), concerned with 
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the question whether a passage in the Mahà-nàrüyana-upanisgad 
(Māhānār. 11.3) refers to Narayana or to Siva. Thus :— (The 
passage refers to Siva, and not (to) the embodied (i.e. Nàr&yana), 
because (the attributes of being the Lord of the universe and the 
rest) are not appropriate (on the part of Narayana) ’.1 


SÜTRA 4 


* AND BECAUSE OF THE DESIGNATION OF OBJECT AND AGENT.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


For this reason too, the object qualified by the adjectives ‘con- 
sisting of mind’ and the rest is not the embodied soul, “ because of the 
designation of object and agent” in the text: ‘On departing hence, 
I shall reach him’ (Chand. 3.14.4 2). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


For this reason, too, that which consists of mind and has breath 
for its body is not to be understood as the embodied soul. Why? 
** Because of the designation ’’ of the embodied soul as the ‘‘ agent ", 
i.e. as the worshipper, and “‘ because of the designation ” of the Highest 
Self as the ‘object’, i.e. as the object to be meditated on and obtained, 
in the passage: ‘On departing hence, I shall reach him’ (Chand. 
3.14.4). That is, ‘I’, or one dosiring for salvation, ‘shall reach’, i.e. 
shall obtain, ‘him’, i.e. Brahman, mentioned before as possessed of the 
attributes of ‘consisting of mind’ and the rest, ‘hence’, i.e. after the 
fall of the body, after the destruction of the works which have begun 
to bear fruits. A worshipper who is endowed with such a right 
insight attains Brahman. 


COMPARISON 
Srikantha 


Reading same, interpretation different, viz.: ‘(The supreme soul, 
viz. Siva, the object to be meditated on, is other than Narayana), 
because of the designation of the object and the agent, (i.e. because 


1 ŠK. B. 1.1.3, pp. 318 et seg., Part 4. 
2 Ś, R, Bh, B. 
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Siva is designated to be the object to be worshipped, Nàrüyana, the 
worsbipper)'.1 


SÜTRA 5 


* ON ACCOUNT OF THE DIFFERENCE OF WORDS." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


That which possesses the attributes of ‘consisting of mind’ and 
the like is the Highest Self, different from the embodied soul, because 
in the text: “This soul of mine within the heart’ (Chand. 3.14.3, 42) 
the individual soul and the Highest Self are denoted by different 
words, viz. the genitive and the nominative respectively. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


For this reason, too, that which possesses the attributes of con- 
sisting of mind and so on, is the highest self, different from the embodied 
soul. Why? “On account of the difference of words ”, i.e. because 
of another scriptural passage of kindred subject-matter, viz. ‘Like a 
grain of rice, or a barley-corn, or a grain of millet, or the kernel of a 
grain of millet, such is the Golden Person within the self’ (Sat. Br. 
10.6.3.2), there is ‘‘ difference of words ’’, viz. the locative ‘ within the 
self’ denotes the embodied self, while the nominative ‘the Golden 
Person’ denotes the Highest self.3 


COMPARISON 
Srikantha 


Reading same, interpretation different, viz. (‘Brahman, viz. 
Siva, is other than and superior to Narayana) on account of a particular 
word (or scriptural passage) (to that effect’).4 

1 SK. B. 1.2.4, pp. 322-324, Part 4. 

3 R, B. 

3 Note that Nimbdrka and Srinivasa refer to two different passages here. 
4 SK. B. 1.2.5. (Pp. 324-26, Part 4.) 
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SUTRA 6 


“ AND ON ACCOUNT OF SMRTI.” 


Vedanta-pdrijata-saurabha 


“And on account of the Smrti" text:—‘The Lord abides, O 
Arjuna ! in the heart-region of all beings’ (Gità 18.611), there is a 
difference between, the individual soul and the Supreme Soul. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


* * He who sees me everywhere, and sees everything in me, of him 
I will never lose hold, and he shall never lose hold of me ” ' (Gita 6.30), 
** He who, established in unity, worships me as abiding within all 
beings, that ascetic abides in me, under whatever circumstances he 
may live" (Gita 6.31), ‘““There is nothing higher than me, O Dha- 
nafijaya! All this is strung on me, like gems on a string’’’ (Gita 
7.7), ‘“And 1 abide within the heart of all, and from me memory, 
knowledge and their absence”’ (Gità 15.15), '"The Lord abidos, O 
Arjuna! in the heart-region of all, causing all beings to revolve by 
His mysterious power, as if mounted on a machine”’’ (Gita 18.61), 
‘“ Because I excel the perishable and am superior even to the imperish- 
able, I am celebrated in the world, and in the Veda as the Highest 
Person ” (Gità 15.18). The following scriptural texts too are referred 
to by the term “and”’ (in the sütra): 2 ‘The two unborn ones, the 
knower and the non-knower, the Lord and the non-Lord’ (Svet. 1.9), 
‘The Lord of matter and souls, the rulor of the attributes’ (Svet. 6.16), 
‘The eternal among the eternal, the conscious among the conscious’ 
(Svet. 6.13; Katha 5.13) and so on. From such Smrti and scrip- 
tural texts, it is to be known that there is & difference between the 
individual soul and Brahmgn. Thus, in this section, the difference 
between the individual soul and the Supreme Soul is indicated by the 
reverend author of the aphorisms in four aphorisms; 3 and this view 
is most reasonable, since it is established by both Smrti and Scripture, 
The Highest Self is ever-free, omniscient, independent, all-pervading 


1 É, R, Bh, B. 

2 Note the different interpretations of the word ‘Ca’ in the sūtra, as given 
by Nimbdarka and Srinivdsa. According to the former, it simply means ‘also’, 
while according to the latter, ‘on account of scriptural texts '. 

3 Viz. Br. Stu. 1.2.3-6. . 
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without an equal or a superior, the soul of all and the controller of all. 
The individual soul, on the other hand, though of the nature of eternal 
knowledge, has, as is well-known, its attribute of knowledge enveloped 
by the beginningless maya, is subject to bondage and release, possessed 
of little knowledge, a part of Brahman, but through its aversion to 
the Lord, revolves through many births owing to the works done 
by itself. Non-difference also, established by the scriptural texts 
like: ‘He is the self, thou art that’ (Chand. 6.9.4, 6.10.3, etc.), 
‘All this, verily, is Brahman’ (Chand. 3.14.1), ‘This soul is Brahman’ 
(Brh. 4.4.5) and so on, is most reasonable. Thus, the reverend author 
of the aphorisms will speak about the nature of difference and non- 
difference, as held by himself, under the aphorism: ‘A part, on 
account of the designation of variety’ (Br. Su. 2.3.42) and so on. 
We shall speak of it in detail in the same place.! 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


Reading and interpretation same. But in conclusion, he adds 
his own view, viz. that this difference between the individual soul 
and Brahman is not real, but due to limiting adjuncts only.? 


Srikantha 


Reading same, interpretation different, viz. ‘On account of 
Smrti' (viz. Gità 11.9) Nàràyana is the worshipper—i.e. different 
from Siva.3 


SÜTRA 7 


“ IF IT BE OBJECTED THAT ON ACCOUNT OF ITS OCCUPYING A 
SMALL ABODE, AND ON ACCOUNT OF THE DESIGNATION OF THAT, 
(BRAHMAN IS) NOT (THE OBJECT OF MEDITATION), (WE REPLY:) 
NO, BECAUSE (BRAHMAN) IS TO BE CONCEIVED THUS, AS IN THE 
CASE OF THE ETHER." 


Vedànta -parijáta -saurabha 
If it be objected that on account of its having & small abode, as 
mentioned in the text: 'This soul of mine within the heart' (Chànd. 


1 Vide V.K. 2.3.42. 2 S.B. 1.2.7, p. 265. 
3 SK. B. 1.2.7, pp. 325-26, Part 4: 
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3.14.3); also on account of the designation of its smallness in the text : 
‘Smaller than a grain of rice, or’ (Chand. 3.14.3; Sat. Br. 10.6.3.2 1), 
(the object of meditation) here is not Brahman,— 


(We reply:) ‘ Not so", because Brahman is to be meditated on 
in that way. Minuteness on the part of a great thing, however, fits 
in, as in the case of à window and the ether. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be objected:—Brahman cannot be understood here as the 
object of meditation. Why? ‘On account of its occupying a small 
abode and on account of the designation of that." That is, that which 
has a small abode, i.e. place, viz. the individual soul which is like 
the tip of the spoke of a wheel, is ‘arbhakaukas’, the state of that is 
‘arbhakaukastvam’, on account of that,2—the resulting meaning 
being: ‘on account of the characteristic mark of the individual soul’. 
That is to say, occupying a limited place, viz. the heart, is the attribute 
of the individual soul only, and not the attribute of Brahman. More- 
over, “‘on account of the designation " of smallness by that very term 
(viz. ‘small’), in the passage: ‘Smaller than a grain of rice, or a 
barley-corn’ (Chand. 3.14.3; Sat. Br. 10.6.3.2), the individual soul 
alone is to be understood here, and not Brahman,— 

(We reply:) “No.” Why? It is “because (Brahman) is to 
be conceived thus ",—i.e. ‘‘ Because (Brahman) is to be conceived "', 
or to be meditated on, “‘ thus ”, i.e. as abiding within the heart, small 
in size,—that the Highest Self is designated in that way. And, 
hereby His omnipresence is not contradicted. For, He is designated 
to be minute with the object of designating a particular kind of medita- 
tion on Him as very subtle. Nor, again, does He become small in 
size (i.e. small like the heart) hereby, since the text: ‘Greater than 
the earth, greater than the sky’ (Chand. 3.14.3) speaks of the great- 
ness of the Lord. An analogous case is the following: Just as the 
ether, though all-pervasive, is spoken of as occupying a small place 
and as small in reference to the eye of a needle, so is Brahman, the 
topic of discussion,—this is the sense. 


1 P. 806, line 18. 
2 This explains the compound ‘arbhakaukastvdat’. 
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COMPARISON 
Samkara 


Reading and interpretation same. He points out that just as 
the Lord of the entire universe may be appropriately said to be the 
Lord of Ayodhya, so the Supreme Soul, abiding everywhere, may very 
well be denoted as abiding within the heart.1 


Ramanuja 
Reading same, interpretation of the word ‘vyomavac ca’ 
different, viz:— (The Lord is described to be) like the ether as well 
(i.e. all-pervading as well, in that very passage, viz. Chand. 3.14.3 2)’. 
Hence the Lord is not really minute by nature, but is simply designated 
to be so for the purpose of meditation. 


Srikantha 


Reading and literal interpretation same, though this topic is 
different, as noted above.3 


Baladeva l 
Reading same, interpretation of the word ‘vyomavac ca’ different, 
viz: ‘(The Lord though atomic as abiding within the heart of men, 
is yet all-pervading) like the ether (as declared by the same passage, 
viz. Chand. 3.14.34)’. And this is possible because the Lord is 
possessed of inconceivable powers. 


SOTRA 8 


* [r IT BE OBJECTED THAT (IF BRAHMAN WERE TO DWELL WITHIN 
THE HEART, THEN) THERE FOLLOWS EXPERIENCE (OF PLEASURES 
AND PAINS), (WE REPLY:) NO, ON ACCOUNT OF DIFFERENCE.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If it be objected that owing to His connection with all hearts, 
‘there will follow experience " of pleasure and pain on the part of 


1 S.B. 1.2.7, p. 266. 2 Sri. B. 1.2.7, p. 237, vol. 1. 
3 SK. B. 1.2.7, p. 327, Part 1. 
4 G.B. 1.2.7, p. 114, Chap. 1. Note the difference from Raémdnuja. 
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Brahman, as on the part of the individual soul,—(we reply:) no such 
objection, can be raised, because there is an absolute difference between, 
the individual soul and Brahman, as the soul is an enjoyer of the 
fruits of the works done by itself, while Brahman is ever-free from 
sins. 

Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be objected: Owing to its connection with a single heart, 
there results experience of pleasures and pains on the part of the 
individual soul. Owing to His connection with all hearts simul- 
taneously, there certainly results experience of all pleasures and 
pains everywhere on the part of the all-pervading Highest Self. If this 
be so, then the Highest Self, as the enjoyer of pleasures and pains, 
will inevitably become subject to all sorts of faults, as the individual 
soul itself is. Hence even the Supreme Being will be subject to 
karmas,— 

(We reply:) “ No.” ‘‘ On account of differonco (vaisesyat) ". The 
word ''vai$esy&át" is formed by adding the suffix ‘syafi’ to the 
word ‘visega’ in an identical sense, (viz. difference) or to indicate 
excessive difference. That the individual soul is an enjoyer of the 
fruits of works performed by itself and the Supreme Soul is just the 
opposite is established in Scripture, in accordance with the Smrti- 
passage: ‘Of these, He who is the Supreme Self is said to be eternal 
and free from the properties of matter. . . . . . .! He is not 
affected even by the fruit, as a lotus-leaf is not touched by water. 
The active self, on the other hand, is another, who is liable to release 
and bondage’ (Maha. 12.13754-137552), and the declaration of 
the Lord Himself: ‘Works do not affect me; I have no desire for 
fruits of works’ (Gità 4.14). Thus, on account of an absolute 
difference between these tyo, it follows that the individual soul 
alone experiences pleasures and pains, and not the Supreme Soul. 
Hence it is established that that which consists of mind and has the 
breath for its body, is none but the Highest Self. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘Celebrity everywhere’ (1). 


1 One line omitted, viz. ‘Sa hi Narayana jreyah sarvátmá purugo hi sah’. 
2 P. 852, lines 9-10, vol. 3. 
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COMPARISON 
Samkara 


Reading and literal interpretation same. Here, too, he is forced 
to add his usual explanation that the difference between the individual 
soul and Brahman is not real, but only phenomenal.1 


Ramanuja 


Interpretation of the word ‘vaisesyat’ different. According to 
Nimbarka, 'vaisesyát ’ means ‘on account of the difference of nature 
between the individual soul and Brahman’; while according to 
Ràmàánuja, it means ‘on account of the difference of the cause of 
enjoyment’ ?; i.e. it is not abiding within the body which is the 
cause of undergoing pleasure and pain, but being subject to karmas, 
which is never possible in the case of the Lord.3 


Bhaskara 


Reading and interpretation same. The example cited is appro- 
priate—Simply because the Lord abides within the heart, it does not 
follow that He shares its experiences, for there is no rule that co- 
existence and the consequent inter-relation imply the sharing of the 
same attributes. The ether, e.g. though in connection with a burning 
place, does not burn itself.4 


Srikaptha 


Reading and literal interpretation same, though the topic is 
different, as noted above.§ 


1 S.B. 1.2.8, p. 268. 

3 * Hetu-vaidesyát." 

3 Sri. B. 1.2.8, p. 238, vol. 1. 

* Bh. B. 1.2.8, p. 40. 

5 SK. B. 1.2.8, pp. 327 et seg., Part 4. 
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Adhikarana 2: The section entitled ‘The eater’. 
(Sütras 9-10) 
SUTRA 9 


“ THE EATER (IS BRAHMAN), ON ACCOUNT OF THE COMPREHENSION 
(OR TAKING, I.E. DEVOURING) OF THE MOVABLE AND THE IM- 
MOVABLE.” 

Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


In the text: ‘He to whom both the Bráhmana and the Ksatriya 
are the food and death the condiment, who thus knows where He is ?' 
(Katha 2.25 1), the eater is the Lord, the Highest Person, ‘‘ on account 
of the comprehension, (or taking, i.e. devouring) ” 2 of the food which 
has death for its condiment, i.e. of the Universe, consisting of the 
movable and the immovable, implied by the terms ‘Brahmana’ and 
‘Ksatriya’. 

Vedanta-kaustubha 


In the preceding section, after having shown that the text: 
* All this, verily, is Brahman’ (Chand. 3.14.1) and so on refers to 
Brahman, the author has shown also the absence of any experience 
of pleasure and pain due to karma on the part of Brahman. Now, 
by showing that the text: ‘He, of whom the Brahmana’ (Katha 
2.25) and so on refers to Him, he removes the suspicion that, as 
before, He cannot be an eater of the movable and the immovable. 

In the Katha-valli it is recorded: ‘He, to whom both the Brah- 
mana and the Ksatriya are the food and death the condiment, who 
thus knows where He is?’ (Katha 2.25). Here by the word ‘food’ 
edible objects are understood, and by the words ‘of whom’, indicating 
connection, an eater is understood. A doubt arises, viz. whether the 
eater here is fire, or the individual soul, or the Supreme Soul, since 
here all the three have been referred to before. What is reasonable 


1 SK. B. 1.2.8, pp. 327 et seq., Part 4. 

2 [t is not clear what Nimbdrka means exactly by the term 'grahama' 
here. It may mean appropriately both ‘understanding’ and ‘taking or devour- 
ing'. Thus, Brahman is the eater, because the movable and the immovable are 
understood as the food here; or because, the movable and the immovable are 
devoured as the food here. 

The same remarks apply to Srinivdsa’s interpretation. 

3 Le. it may be thought that since Brahman is not an enjoyer, as shown 
&bove, He cannot be an eater too. 
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here? If it be suggested: First, let fire be the eater here, because it 
is well-known to have the power of burning the Brahmana and the 
Ksatriya; and because the scriptural text:—‘Fire is the eater of food’ 
(Brh. 1.4.6) declares so. Or, let the individual soul be the eater, 
because it is well-known to be an enjoyer; because the scriptural text: 
‘Of the two, the one tastes sweet berry’ (Svet. 4.6; Mund. 3.1.1) 
declares so; and, finally, because in the preceding section, (viz. Br. St. 
1.2.8) it alone has been established to be an enjoyer. In accordance 
with the negative text: ‘Without eating’ (Svet. 4.6; Mund. 3.1.1), 
as well as on the ground of the negation of experience in the preceding 
section (viz. Br. Su. 1.2.8), the Highest Self cannot be understood as 
the eater here,— 

We reply: Here the eater can possibly be the Highest Self alone. 
Whence is this known? ‘“‘ On account of the comprehension (or taking, 
ie. devouring !) of the movable and the immovable," i.e. because 
here the movable and the immovable are understood to be the food. 
If it be objected that the words ‘movable’ and ‘immovable’ are not 
found here,—(we reply:) It may be so, (yet that does not falsify our 
view), because by the terms ‘ Bráhmana' and 'Ksatriya', the movable 
and the immovable are understood metaphorically; and because there 
being a natural connection between death and the movable and the 
immovable, that food which has death for its condiment, viz. the 
movable and the immovable, is understood here. Hence the eater 
is the Highest Self, the destroyer of the Universe,—this is the resulting 
meaning, for neither fire, nor the individual soul, can possibly be the 
eater of the entire world. The text: ‘Without eating’ (Svet. 4.6; 
Mund. 3.1.1) denies any experience of the fruits of works on the part 
of the Lord. 


SOTRA 10 


* AND ON ACCOUNT OF THE TOPIC." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The eater is the Lord, the Highest Person, because He alone is 
mentioned as the topic of discussion in the text ‘The great, the all- 
pervading ' (Katha 2.22 2). 


1 See footnote (2), previous page. 2 R, SK. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


As the Highest Self is mentioned as the topic of discussion in the 
texts: ‘Knowing the great, all-pervasive self’ (Katha 2.22), ‘By 
him is (He) attainable, whom alone he chooses’ (Katha 2.23; Mund. 
3.2.23), and as a peculiar mark of the Lord, viz. unintelligibleness, is 
mentioned in the passage: ‘Who thus knows where He is?’ (Katha 
2.25), it is established that the eater is the Highest Self alone. 


Here ends the section entitled “The eater’ (2). 


Adhikarana 3: The section entitled ‘The cave’. 
(Sütras 11-12) 
SÜTRA 11 


“ THE SOULS ENTERED INTO THE CAVE (ARE THE INDIVIDUAL SOUL 
AND THE SUPREME SOUL), BECAUSE THAT IS SEEN." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


In the text: ‘There are two, drinking of righteousness in the 
world of good deeds, entered into the cave’ (Katha 3.11), the two 
souls, entered into the cave, should be known to be two sentient 
beings, viz. the individual soul and the Supreme Soul. Why? “ Be- 
cause that is seen ", i.e. because it is found that this section desig- 
nates the entering of these two alone,—of the Supreme Soul in the 
passage: ‘Him, who is difficult to see, who has entered into the hidden, 
who is hidden in the cave' (Katha 2.122); and of the individual soul 
in the passage: ‘She, who arises with the vital-breath, who is Aditi, 
who is made of the deities, who, entering into the cave, abides therein, 
who was manifested through the elements ' (Katha 4.7 ?). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been pointed out above that the Supreme Soul, the topic 
of discussion and the object to be meditated on, is the eater of the 
movable and the immovable, and that He is difficult to be known, as 
declared by the text: ‘Who thus knows’ (Katha 2.25). Now, by 


1 S, R, Bh, SK, B. 2 S, R, Bh, SK, B. 3 R, B. 
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teaching the following attributes of the Lord—viz. ‘being easily 
attainable’; ‘being easily knowable’ and the rest—which result from 
His close association (with the individual soul 1),—to one who desires 
for salvation, who desires to attain His nature, who desires to know 
Him, and who is submerged in the pit of mundane existence consisting 
of the movable and the immovable, the author is showing that the 
text: ‘Righteousness’ (Katha 3.1) and so on refers to the Lord. 

Immediately after the above-quoted text, we find the following 
in the Katha-valli: ‘There are two, drinking of righteousness in the 
world of good deeds, entered into the cave, in the highest upper 
region. Those who know Brahman speak of them as “light ” and 
* shade ", as well as those who maintain the five sacred fires,2 and 
those too who thrice kindle the Naciketas fire' 3 (Katha 3.1). Here 
a doubt arises as to whether here buddhi and the individual soul 
are designated as entered into the cave, or the individual soul and 
the Supreme Soul? What is reasonable here? If it be suggested: 
Buddhi and the individual soul,—because in accordance with the 
statement: ‘Entered into the cave’ (Katha 3.1), entering into a 
cave is impossible on the part of the Supreme Soul who is all-pervasive ; 
because it is impossible for the Supreme Being who has all His desires 
fulfilled to be the enjoyer of the fruits of works, as stated in the 
passage: ‘Drinking of righteousness’ (Katha 3.1); because any 
connection with the ‘world of good deeds’,—i.e. with the world where 
one enjoys the fruits of the works done by one’s self, viz. the body 
generated by works,—is impossible on His part; and, finally, because a 
question, is found, seeking to know the individual soul as different 
from buddhi, viz. ‘‘‘There is this doubt when a man is dead: some 
saying, “He is’, others, ‘He is not’. This I should know, as taught 
by you”’ (Katha 1.204). Hence, these two alone (viz. buddhi 
and individual soul) are established by this text,— 


1 I.e. the Lord abides with the individual soul in the same place, viz. the 
heart, and as such is easily knowable and attainable by it. 

3 Viz. Anvdhárya-pacana or Daksina, Gárhapatya, Ahavaniya, Sabhya, and 
Avasathya. M.W., p. 577, Col. 3. 

3 Vide M.W., p. 458, Col. 2. 

* The sense is: Naciketá wants to know here what happens to the soul after 
death, i.e. he wants to know the self as distinct from the body, buddhi and so 
on. Hence, in reply, Yama must speak of the individual soul and buddhi, and 
as such the passage in question must deal with these two alone. 
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We reply: The souls entered into the cave, viz. the heart, are two 
sentient beings alone. If it be objected: The entering of the individual 
soul stands to reason, since it is atomic; but entering into.a cave is 
not appropriate on the part of the Supreme Soul who is all-pervasive, 
and hence the above objection remains in force,—(we reply:) No. 
* Because that is seen." That is, because in this very Upanisad, the 
text: ‘The Person, of the size of merely a thumb, abides within the 
soul, the Lord of the past and the future’ (Katha 4.12) enjoins the 
Supreme Soul to be looked upon as abiding within the caves (i.e. 
hearts) of His sincere devotees in accordance with their wishes, though 
He Himself is all-pervading; because this is found in the texts: 
‘Hidden in the cave, dwelling in the abyss’ (Katha 2.12), ‘He who 
knows him, hidden in the cave’ (Tait. 2.1.1); and, lastly, because 
in the text: ‘She, who arises with the vital-breath, who is Aditi, who 
is made of the deities, who, entering into the cave abides therein, 
who was manifested through the elements’ (Katha 4.7), the individual 
soul is designated as entering into the cave. Moreover, in the text: 
‘Drinking of righteousness’ (Katha 3.1), one being ascertained to 
be a sentient being as the enjoyer of the fruits of works, the other too 
must be understood to be a sentient being alone, because we find that 
in ordinary life whenever a number is mentioned, beings of the same 
class are meant. When, e.g. it is said ‘Look out for a second for this 
cow’, people look out for a cow only, and not for a horse or an ass. 
This is established in the Maha-bhasya. 

To the objection, viz. that a question is found which seeks to 
know the individual soul as different from buddhi,—(we reply:) the 
reply to this question is something else, and not this text. It cannot 
be said also that there is anything inconsistent in the ‘ drinking of 
righteousness’ (Katha 3.1), since the statement: ‘ Drinking of 
righteousness’ (Katha 3.1) is justifiable, just like the statement: 
* Men with umbrellas are going’; 1 since it is possible to say that while 
the individual soul drinks, the other (viz. the Lord) causes it to drink, 


1 That is, referring to a crowd of hurrying people, we often say: ‘Men with 
umbrellas are going’, though really only some of them are carrying umbrellas, 
and not all. Similarly, here too, when it is said: ‘The two drinking’, etc. what 
is really meant is that only one (viz. the individual soul) is drinking, and not the 
other (viz. Brahman). 
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and is as such the causative agent; 1 and since it is well-known every- 
where that the Supreme Lord first experiences the fruits of the works 
which are performed by one who is whole-heartedly devoted to Him, 
and are entrusted to Him. Hereby, it is explained also how the 
Supreme Being can abide in a body generated by works. The sense 
is that just as ‘shade’ can be removed by ‘light’ and not ‘light’ by 
‘shade’, so the ‘light’ and the ‘shade’ (in the above text) are none but 
Brahman and the individual soul, the independent and the dependent. 


Samkara and Bhàskara 


Interpretation of the phrase 'tad-darSanàt' different, viz.: 
* Because it is seen (that numerals denote beings of the same nature) ’.2 


SÜTRA 12 


* AND ON ACCOUNT OF SPECIFICATION." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The individual soul and the Supreme Being alone are understood 
here as entered into the cave, because in this section those two alone 
are specified as the object to be worshipped and the worshipper, as 
the object to be known and the knower, and so on, in the texts: ‘ By 
knowing the knower of what is born from Brahman,’ the deity to be 
worshipped, by revering (him), he goes to everlasting peace' (Katha 
1.17 4), ‘ The bridge for sacrificers’ (Katha 3.25) and so on. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The individual soul and the Supreme Soul are to be understood 
as entered within the cave ‘‘also because of the specification " of 
those two alone. The sense is that in this treatise (viz. the Katha- 
upanisad), the individual soul and the Supreme Soul alone are specified 
as that which approaches and the goal approached, as the thinker 


1 That is, Brahman is not really an agent or drinker here, but only instigates 
the other to drink, He is said to be drinking in this sense alone. 

2 S.B. 1.2.12, p. 272, Bh.B. 1.2.12, p. 41. 

3 Correct quotation : 'Brahmaja-jfia'. Vide C.S.S. ed., p. 8. ‘Brahmaja- 
jfia’ may be interpreted also as ‘ Brahmajad cásau jñasceti’. 


* R. 6 Op. cit. 
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and the object thought, in the passages: ‘ Know the soul to be the 
charioteer, and the body the chariot’ (Katha 3.3), ‘He reaches the 
end of the road, that supreme place of Visnu' (Katha 3.9), ‘Him, who 
is difficult to be seen, who has entered into the hidden, who is hidden 
in a cave, who dwells in the abyss, ancient,—by thinking him God, 
through the study of the Yoga of what relates to the self, the wise 
man discards joy and sorrow’ (Katha 2.12) and so on. Hence, it 
is established that the individual soul and the Supreme Soul alone are 
to be understood here as entered into the cave, and not buddhi and 
the individual soul. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘The cave ' (3). 


Adhikarana 4: The section entitled 'What is 
within’. (Sütras 13-18) 


SÜTRA 13 


“THAT WHICH IS WITHIN (THE EYE IS BRAHMAN), ON ACCOUNT 
OF FITTING IN." 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


In the passage: ‘That person who is seen within the eye’ 
(Chand. 4.15.11), the Person “ within" the eye is the Highest Person 
alone, and not any one else. Why? Because the attributes of 
‘being the self’, “being fearless’, ‘being the uniter of all lovely things’, 
and so on,—mentioned in the passages: ' “ He is the self ", said he, 
“ This is the immortal, the fearless, this is Brahman ” ’ (Chand. 4.15.12), 
* They call it the “‘ uniter of lovely things " ’ (Chand. 4.15.2),—" fit in" 
in the case of the Highest Person alone. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now, by showing that the text: ‘That Person who is seen within 
the eye’ (Chand. 4.15.1) and so on refers to Brahman, the author 
removes the doubt, viz:—In the previous passage (viz. Katha 3.1), 
the individual soul and the Supreme Soul may be understood, since 
the dual number is found used. But here, since the singular number 


1 S, R, Bh, SK, B. , 2 § R, Bh. 
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is used, who (viz. the individual soul or the Supreme Soul) is to be 
understood ? 

We read under the Upakoéala-vidyà 1 in the Chandogya :—'' ‘ That 
Person who is seen within the eye, he is the soul”, said he, “ This is the 
immortal, the fearless, that is Brahman. Hence, even if they pour 
clarified butter or water on it, it goes away to both sides' " (Chànd. 
4.15.1) and so on. Here, a doubt arises as to whether the person, 
taught as abiding within the eye, is the reflected self (i.e. the image 
of a person reflected on the eye of another), or the individual soul, 
or the presiding deity of the sense-organ (viz. the eye), or the Supreme 
Soul. The prima facie view is as follows: In accordance with the 
statement ‘is seen’, he may be the reflected self, because the reflected 
self alone is well-known to be perceivable, while the individual soul 
and the rest are not perceivable. If it be said that here 'seeing' 
means scriptural insight (and not actual, physical perceiving),—then 
the individual soul may be that which is ‘within’ the eye, since it, 
as the perceiver of colour and the rest, is in proximity to the eyo.! 
Or, the presiding deity of the eye is denoted by the word ‘person’ 
in accordance with the scriptural passage: ‘Through his rays he is 
stationed herein’ (Brh. 5.5.2), and because the all-pervasive Being 
cannot possibly abide within the eye. 

With regard to it, we reply: “ That which is within", i.e. the 
being who is within the eye, is the Supreme Soul alone. Why? 
* On account of fitting in", i.e. because the attributes of ‘being the 
self’, ‘fearlessness’, and so on, “ fit in" in the case of the Supreme Soul 
alone. Although ‘being the Self’ and the rest are not incompatible 
with the real nature of the individual soul, yet when the term ' Brah- 
man' (in the text) can be understood in its primary sense, it is not 
proper to take it as implying some other sense. Moreover, 'fearless- 
ness ’, too, is not appropriate in the case of any one, other than Brahman, 
as known also from the text: ‘Through fear of Him the wind blows, 
through fear of Him the sun rises, through fear of Him fire and 
Indra, and death as fifth, speed along’ (Tait. 2.8.1); and further 
because the attributes of ' being the uniter of all lovely things’ and the 


1 I.e. it is the soul which really perceives colour, etc. and not the eye itself, 
but the soul perceives them through the eye, and is as such in close proximity 
to the eye. Hence, as the soul is situated very near to the eye, it is called the 
person within the eye. 
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rest, mentioned in the sacred text: “They call this “the uniter of all 
lovely things" !, because all lovely things come together to him’ 
(Chand. 4.15.2), ‘He is also “the leader to all blessing” ? because he 
leads to all blessings’ (Chànd. 4.15.3), ‘He also is "the leader to 
light ”3, because he shines in all the worlds’ (Chand. 4.15.4), “fit in” in 
the case of the Supreme Soul alone. 'Samyadvàma' implies one from 
whom the ‘vamas’, i.e. the fruits of karmas ‘come together’, i.e. 
one who is the cause of the rise of all fruits of karmas. This very 
thing is stated in the above text thus:—'Because', ie. since, 'the 
lovely things’ ‘come together’, i.e. arise from ‘this’, i.e. the Person 
within the eye, the cause. In the text ‘He is also the ‘vamani’, the 
‘vamani’ implies one who ‘leads’, i.e. causes people, to attain the 
'vàmas' or auspicious objects. This very thing is stated in the passage: 
‘Because he leads to all blessings’. In the text ‘He also is the 
bhümani', the ‘ bhàmani' implies one who leads to the ‘bhamas’, i.e. 
one who manifests all objects. This very thing is stated in the text: 
‘Because he shines in all the worlds’,—this is the meaning of the 
text. i 


SUTRA 14 
* AND ON ACCOUNT OF THE DESIGNATION OF PLACE." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“And on account of the designation of the place" of the Supreme 
Soul, in the text: “He who abiding within the sun’ (Brh. 3.7.18 4), 
the Person within the sun is none but He. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. How can an all-pervading being be 
designated as occupying a small locality, the reverend author of the 
aphorisms replies here: 

The Person within the eye can be the Supreme Soul alone. Why ? 
“On account of the designation of place’’, i.e. because of the designa- 
tion of the abode of the Lord, the Highest Person alone, the cause of 
all causes, the inner soul of all, and the object to be meditated by all; 
because one who occupies one part cannot properly dwell in another. 


1 Samyadváma. 2 Vamani. 
3 Bhámani. 4 S, R, Bh, SK, B. 
8 
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If it be objected: How can an all-pervading being abide 
in a small locality,—(we reply:) No inconsistency whatsoever is 
involved here. Just as fire, though all-pervading, becomes visible 
in clouds and the rest in the form of lightning and so on through its 
own greatness, so the Lord, though all-pervading, becomes visible in 
the eye and the rest through His own special powers, for the sake of 
fulfilling the desire of His devotees. The words “and so on” mean :— 
On, account of the designation of the form of the Supreme Soul, suitable 
to Him, and fit for abiding in a place,! celebrated in the following 
passages :— Now, this Golden Person who is seen within the sun, has 
w golden beard, golden hair’ (Chand. 1.6.6), ‘He sees the Person, 
lying in the city, who is higher than the highest aggregate of souls’ 
(Praéna 5.5). ‘The Person, of the size of merely a thumb, smokeless 
like light’ (Katha 4.13) and so on; i.e. on account of the designation 
of the form of the Lord by the expression ‘The Person who is seen’ 2 
(Chānd. 4.15.1). By the term “and” His power of manifesting Himself 
in forms, as desired, in the eye, in the heart and the like, is indicated. 


SÜTRA 15 


“ON ACCOUNT ALSO OF THE MENTION ONLY OF WHAT IS CHARAC- 
TERIZED BY PLEASURE.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


That which is within the eye is the Supreme Being alone, “on 
account also of the mention of what is characterized by pleasure"' 
in the passage: ‘Pleasure is Brahman, the ether is Brahman’ (Chand. 
4.10.4 9). 

Vedanta-kaustubha 


The Person within the eye is the Highest Person alone, the cause 
of the world, and not any one else. Why? “On account also of 
the mention of what is characterized by pleasure.” That is, in the 


1 I.e. unless the Lord has a form, He cannot abide anywhere. Hence, the 
body of the Lord enables Him to abide in the eye and so on. 

2 I.e. that Person within the sun has a form is evident from the word ‘seen’, 
for a bodiless being cannot be seen. 

3 S, R, Bh, SK, B. 
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introductory text: “The vital-breath, is Brahman, pleasure is Brahman, 
the ether is Brahman’ (Chand. 4.10.4), pleasure that is Brahman, 
i.e. Brahman characterized by pleasure, is mentioned, and that alone 
is referred to here. 


SOTRA 16 


“ ALSO FOR THAT VERY REASON, THAT IS BRAHMAN.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“That”, i.e. pleasure, is ‘‘ Brahman’’, i.e. Brahman alone is charac- 
terized by pleasure. Why? On account also of the text, establishing 
their mutual specification !, viz. 'What, verily, is pleasure, that is the 
ether ; what is the ether, that is pleasure' (Chànd. 4.10.5 ?). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. The word ‘pleasure’ conventionally denotes 
wordly pleasure, so how can it be said that Brahman is characterized 
by pleasure ?—the reverend teacher of the Veda replies here: 

“That is Brahman.” This means that in that introductory text, 
Brahman alone, characterized by pleasure, is mentioned and not 
worldly pleasure. Why? “Also for that very reason,” i.e. on account 
also of the text intimating their mutual specification, viz. ‘What, 
verily, is pleasure that is the ether; what is the ether, that is pleasure' 
(Chànd. 4.10.5), for worldly pleasuro canrot consistently refer to an 
all-pervading substance—denoted by the term ‘ether’—as non-different 
from itself. 

COMPARISON 


Samkara, etc. 
This Sūtra is omitted by Samkara, Bhaskara and Baladeva. 


Ramaànuja 


Reading different, viz. ‘Ata-eva ca sa Brahma’. Interpretation 
too different, viz. ‘For that very reason (i.e. because the ether is 
characterized by pleasure), that (viz. the ether) is Brahman '.3 

1 I.e. ka (pleasure) qualifies kha (ether) and vice versa. 

? R, SK. 

3 Sri. B. 1.2.6, pp. 252-253, Part 1. 
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Srikantha 


Reading different, viz. ‘Ata-eva sa Brahma’. Interpretation too 
different, viz. exactly like Ramanuja’s.} 


SÜTRA 17 


* ALSO ON ACCOUNT OF THE MENTION OF THE PATH OF ONE WHO 
HAS HEARD THE UPANISAD." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“The path”, called ‘the path of gods’, ''of one who has heard the 
Upanisad'' is celebrated in another scriptural text, viz. ‘Now those 
who seek the soul by austerity, chastity, faith and knowledge, win the 
sun by the northern path. That, verily, is the abode of the vital- 
breaths, that is immortal, that is fearless, that is the highest goal. 
From that they do not return’ (Prasna 1.102). “On account also 
of the mention" of that very "path" here in the text: ‘They pass 
over to light’ (Chand. 4.15.53), the Person within the eye is none but 
the Highest Person.‘ 

Vedanta-kaustubha 


For this reason, too, the person within the eye is the Supreme 
Soul,—so says the reverend author of the aphorisms. 

That through which bondage is broken is Upanisad, the know- 
ledge of the Supreme Soul; or that which leads one to attain the 
Supreme Soul is Upanisad, the knowledge of the Supreme Soul. The 
treatise relating to that is also Upanisad. "Srutopanisatka'' is one 
by whom the Upanisad has been directly heard from a teacher; he is 
a knower of Brahman, the Mysterious. “The path" which, as cele- 
brated in another Scripture and in the Smrtis, belongs to him, i.e. 
is his way to attaining Brahman who is established in the Upanisads,— 
that very path is mentioned here too as belonging to one who knows 
the person within the eye. For this reason too, ie. “on account 


—Á — 


1 ŠK. B. 1.2.16, p. 360, Part 4. 

2 Ś, R, Bh. ` 3 S, R, Bh, B. 

* That is, the worshipper of the person within the eye follows the same 
path followed by the worshipper of Brahman. This proves that the person 
within the eye is Brahman. 
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of the mention of the path of one who has heard the Upanisad’’, the 
person within the sun is the Supreme Self,—this is the sense. 

Thus, the path, which is said to be followed by a knower,—so 
that he may attain Brahman,—in another scriptural text, viz. ‘Now, 
those who seek the soul by austerity, chastity, faith and knowledge, 
win the sun by the northern path. That, verily, is the abode of the 
vital-breaths, that is immortal, that is fearless, that is the highest 
goal. From that they do not return' (Praóna 1.10), as well as 
in the Smrti passage, viz. 'Fire, light, day, the bright fortnight, the 
six months of the sun's northern progress,—through these do the 
knowers of Brahman go to Brahman on departing’ (Gità 8.24),— 
that very path is said to belong to one who knows the person within 
the eye, in the following passage: ‘Now, whether they perform 
obsequies in the case of such a person, or not, (the dead) pass over to 
light, from light to the day, from the day to the waxing fortnight, 
from the waxing fortnight to the six months during which the sun 
moves northwards, from the months to the year, from the year to the 
sun, from the sun to the moon, from the moon to lightning. Then 
there is a non-human Person. He leads them to Brahman. This is 
the path of the gods, the path to Brahman. Those who go by it 
do not return to this human whirlpool,—they return not’ (Chand. 
4,15.5-6). Hence, the person within the sun is none but the Supreme 
Soul. 

The meaning of the text (viz. Prasna 1.10) is as follows:— ‘Now’, 
i.e. after the fall of the body, they ‘win’, i.e. attain the sun, ‘by the 
northern path’, i.e. through the path beginning with light and so on. 
Then, through the moon and the rest, in the order to be designated 
hereafter,! they attain the nature of Brahman. By doing what? 
Through the three kinds of ‘austerity’, mentioned by the Lord,? or 
else through the ‘austerity’ which is the special duty of a Vàna- 
prastha 3 and a Samnyàsin,* both being primarily given to austerity; 


1 See below, p. 119. Vide also V.K. 4.3.5. 

2 Vide Gita 17.14-16, where three kinds of austerity (tapas) are spoken of, 
viz. Sürira, Vdn-maya and Mánasa. These, again, may be of three kinds, viz. 
sdtivika, rdjasa and tamasa. Vide 17.16-22. 

3 A Brahmin in the third stage of life, who has passed through the stages 
of a student and house-holder and has abandoned his life and family for an ascetic 
life in the forest. 

4 A Brahmin in the fourth stage of life, a religious mendicant, who has given 
up all earthly concerns. 
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‘through faith’, i.e. through vidya, which is a mental disposition given 
to the worship of the feet of the teacher, i.e. through meditation, 
arising from the hearing and the thinking of the Vedanta, and men- 
tioned in the text: ‘The self should be meditated on’ (Brh. 2.4.5; 
4.5.0), ——one should, seeking the self, meditate on it,—this is the 
grammatical construction. By the phrase: 'through chastity', the 
text shows the particular stage of life which is congenial to the hearing, 
the thinking and the rest of the Vedànta. By chastity and the 
like, not only the duties, incumbent on special stages of life, are to be 
understood. That those who are destitute of any devotion for Brah- 
man, but merely belong to one or other of the stages of life and are 
devoted to the duties, incumbent thereon, return once more and 
attain the world, is declared by the reverend Paráóara in a passage, 
which begins: 'The Prájüpatya is for the Br&hmanas' and ends: 
"The Brahma is declared in Smrti to be for the Samnyásins'. That 
those who, among these, are devoted to the Supreme Brahman, 
attain His world, is mentioned in the passage: "Those ascetics who 
are devoted to Brahman alone, who ever meditate on Brahman, to 
them belong that supreme place, which, verily, the wise see'. Hence, 
the Vàna-prastha and the rest should be understood as implying 
devotion to the Supreme Brahman, (and not as mere duties incum- 
bent on different stages of life). By ‘chastity’ is meant here the 
religious duties pursued by the Naisthikas ! who lead a life of chastity 
and are absolutely free from all desires for enjoyment, here or here- 
after. 'The sense is that the search for Brahman should properly be 
made through such a permanent vow ? of ‘chastity’. 

The sacred duty called 'chastity' is stated by the all-knowing 
“Law of Salvation’? under the section called ‘Varsneya-adhyatma’, 
thus: ‘This unbroken chastity which is the form of Brahman is 
higher than all religious practices. By it, (people) reach the highest 
goal’ (Maha. 12.7770 4). Under the section treating of instruction, 


1 A Naishika is a perpetual religious student, who observes the vow of 
chastity. M.W., p. 570, Col. 1. 

3 I.e.‘ Brahma-cdrya’ (=chastity) in the ordinary sense of the term means 
temporary chastity, which & student has to observe so long as he haa not entered 
the stage of a house-holder. But here the term means permanent chastity which 
a Naisthika, e.g. practises. 

3 Mokea-dharma. 

* P. 640, line 40, vol. 3, Asiatic Society ed. 
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it is said: ‘Listen, O Father Yudhisthira, to the merits of chastity. 
He who leads a life of chastity from birth to death, and practises the 
“Great Vow’’, there is nothing, know, O King, that is unattainable by 
him. Many millions of Vrsis dwell in the world of Brahman, those 
who are truthful, ever self-controlled, leading a life of chastity. Chas- 
tity is a supreme duty, honoured in all stages of life, and if resorted to, 
chastity burns, O King, all sins’, and so on. In accordance with the 
scriptural text, viz.: “Desiring which people practice chastity, that 
word I tell you in brief’ (Katha 2.15), as well as in accordance with 
the statement by the Lord, viz.: ‘‘‘ Desiring which people practise 
chastity, that word I will tell you in brief” ' (Gità 8.11), chastity alone 
is the chief means to the supreme region. The repetition of the 
means, to be mentioned hereafter in the aphorism: ‘Repetition, 
more than once, because of teaching’ (Br. Si. 4.1.1), may also be 
resorted to by a Naisthika. 

The text ‘This verily’ (last portion of Praána 1.10) and so on 
indicates Brahman, who is to be attained through the path which 
begins with light, and to be enquired into. 

(The meaning of the text—Chand. 4.15.5-6—is as follows:) 
‘Now’, ie. when he is dead, whether people perform proper funeral 
ceremonies or do not perform them, in either case, the wise, un- 
obstructed in their progress, and wishing to attain the nature of the 
Lord, attain the presiding deity of light, through that the day; after 
that, they successively attain, the presiding deities of fortnight, the 
six months of the northern progress of the sun, the year, the wind 
or the world of gods, the sun, the moon, lightning the worlds of the 
king of water (i.e. Varuna) and Indra, then the world of Prajapati. 
After that, breaking through the sphere of prakrti, they attain the 
Virajà, the best of rivers and forming the boundary of the supreme 
place. After having crossed that river and having entered the world 
of Visnu,—called ‘supreme void’, ‘supreme place’, ‘world of Brah- 
man’ and so on, having the stated marks,! and unapproachable by 
those who are averse to the Lord,—they roam about, attaining the 
nature of Brahman,—this is the resulting meaning. This we shall 
expound in details in the fourth chapter.2 ‘This is the path of Gods’, 
because it is characterized by having Gods as the conductors. It is 
the ‘path to Brahman’, because it is the way to Brahman, the object 


1 Vide V.K. 1.1.1. 2 Vide V.K. 4.3.5. 
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to be enquired into and the object to be attained. “Those who go 
by it’ “do not return’, i.e. do not enter any more, through the influence 
of karmas, into ‘this human whirlpool’, i.e. the material world, 
figuratively implied by the creation of mankind, and subject to re- 
currence (which is indicated by the term ‘whirlpool’), —as declared 
by the Lord Himself in the passage: ‘‘‘The worlds, beginning from the 
world of Brahma, come and go, O Arjuna. But, on attaining me, O 
son of Kunti, there is no rebirth”’’ (Gità 8.16). The difference of 
the world of Brahman from the sphere of matter is stated in the 
Moksa-dharma under the dialogue between Jaigisa and Vyàsita in the 
passage which begins: ‘“‘A man of what nature, of what conduct, of 
what learning, of what valour does attain the place of Brahman 
which is higher than prakrti, and eternal” *', and ends ''* He attains 
the place of Brahman which is higher than prakrti, and eternal” ’ 
(Maha. 12.9968-9969 1). 


SUTRA 18 


“ON ACCOUNT OF NON-ABIDING, AS WELL AS ON ACCOUNT OF 
IMPOSSIBILITY, NOT THE OTHER." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


That which is within the eye cannot be any one “other” than the 
Highest Self. Why? Because any one other than Him does not 
regularly abide therein; and because immortality and the rest are 
not possible on its part. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


“The other”, i.e. the reflected self, or the individual soul, or the 
presiding deity of the eye, in short, any one other than the Supreme 
Soul,—is not the Person within the eye. Why? “On account of 
non-abiding ”, i.e. because any one other than the Supreme Soul, 
does not regularly abide in the eye, since the presence of the reflected 
soul in the eye depends on the nearness of another person to the eye, 
(and hence when the person moves away, there is no reflection any 
longer); since the individual soul is connected with all the sense-organs 
(and cannot, therefore, abide within the eye only); and since the 


1 P. 716, lines 22-23, vol. 3. For full quotation see under V.K. 1.3.13. 
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presiding deity is declared to abide in the eye through the rays, (and 
hence does not himself abide within the eyes !); and finally, because 
immortality, fearlessness, ‘being the uniter of lovely things’ and the rest 
are not possible on the part of any one other than Him. Hence, it 
is established that the Highest Soul alone is to be worshipped as the 
person within the eye. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘That which is within’ (4). 


COMPARISON 
Srikantha 


Interpretation different, viz. he takes this sütra as forming an 
adhikarana by itself, concerned with the question whether the Person, 
of the size of a thumb merely, (Mahanar. 16.3) is the Lord or someone 
else. Thus: ‘(The person, of the size of a thumb, is the Lord), 
because of the instability (i.e. unsuitableness), as well as because of 
the impossibility (of the attributes of “having the entire world as the 
body", “being the devourer of the entire world", and so on, on the part 
of any one olse)'.? 


Adhikarana 5: The section entitled ‘The inner 
controller’. (Sütras 19-21) 


SÜTRA 19 


“THE INNER CONTROLLER IN THE PRESIDING DEITIES AND THE 
REST, AND IN THE WORLDS AND THE REST (IS THE HIGHEST SELF); 
ON ACCOUNT OF THE DESIGNATION OF HIS QUALITIES.” 3 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The inner controller, —mentioned repeatedly in all the versions 
in reference to the presiding deities of the earth and the rest, in the 
passage which begins: ‘He who, abiding within the earth’, and 


1 Vide Sri. B. 1.1.18, p. 364, Part 1. 

2 SK. B. 1.1.18, pp. 364-66, Part 4. 

3 Cf. the different readings:—K.S.S. ed. and Brindaban ed. read 'adhi- 
devddi’. C.S.S. ed. reads ‘adhidaivddhi’. 
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continues: ‘He is your soul, the inner controller’ (Brh. 3.7.31),— 
is the Highest Self alone. Why? “On account of the designation 
of His qualities” here, viz. ‘being the controller of all’ and so on. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now, the author points out that just as the text about the Person 
within the eye refers to Brahman, so the text about the inner controller, 
too, refers to Brahman, and to none else. 

The inner controller, i.e. the controller who abides within ; who 
is repeatedly mentioned in the Brhadáranyaka, under the section 
treating of the inner controller, in all the versions in reference to the 
presiding deities of the earth, the sky, the ether and the rest, in the 
passage which beginning: ‘Who controls from within this world and 
the other world and all beings’ (Brh. 3.7.1), continues: ‘He who, 
dwelling within the earth, is other than the earth, whom the earth 
does not know, of whom the earth is the body, who controls the earth 
within—He is your soul, the inner controller, immortal 2’ (Brh. 3.7.3), 
and so on; and who is taught, after that,—in the text which begins: 
‘He who abiding in all the worlds’ (Sat. Br. 14.6.7.17 8) and ends: 
‘He who abiding within the soul’ (Sat. Br. 14.6.7.30 4),—by a section, 
which enjoins him with in reference to the worlds, the Vedas, the 
sacrifices and the soul 5,—is such an inner controller, a deity, or an 
individual soul, or the Highest Self, the one topic of all the Vedas ? 
What is reasonable here? He may be a presiding deity, or an indivi- 
dual soul, because these two abide everywhere. 

With regard to this, we reply: The inner controller mentioned in 
all the versions in reference to the presiding deities of the earth, fire, 
sky, ether, air, sun and the rest, can be the Highest Self alone. 


mM EAR AE REE BS a NSD Hal 


1 §, R, Bh, SK, B. 

2 This is repeated at tho end of each verse from Brh. 3.7.3-3.7.23. 

3 P. 1074, line 5. 4 Op. cit., line 18. 

5 The Kdnva branch designates a being abiding within the earth and the rest 
(vide Brh. 3.7.3-23). The Mddhyandina branch, after designating a being abiding 
within the earth and so on (vide Sat. Br. 14.6.7.7-16), reads three additional 
texts, viz. ‘He who dwells in all the worlds’, ‘He who dwells in all the Vedas’ 
and ‘He who dwells in all the sacrifices,’ and in place of ‘He who dwells in 
intelligence’ (Brh. 3.7.22) a text ‘He who dwells in the soul’ (Vide Sat. Br. 
14.6.7.17-30). Note that Nimbdrka makes no reference to this Mddhyandina 
addition in his commentary, although it is clearly indicated in the stra by the 
word * lokddisw’. 
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Wherefore? ‘On account of the designation of His qualities", i.e. on 
account of the designation here of the peculiar qualities of the Highest 
Self, viz. ‘being the governor of all worlds, Vedas, sacrifices, beings, 
vital-breaths, soul and the rest’, ‘being the inner controller of all’, 
‘being immortal’ and so on. Hence a deity cannot be understood, 
because a deity, too, is but an individual soul and the stated qualities 
are not appropriate on his part, and because in that case, the statement 
that the inner controller is unknowable by the earth-god, viz. ‘Whom 
the earth does not know’ (Brh. 3.7.3), becomes inconsistent. The 
individual soul, too, is not the inner controller, for the stated qualities 
are not appropriate on its part as well; and because in the passage: 
‘He is your soul, the inner controller’ (Brh. 3.7.3, etc.), it is declared 
to be different from the inner controller by the use of the genetive 
case ( = ‘your’), designating difference. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 
This is sūtra 18 in Samkara-bhüsya. Reading different, viz. 
‘Antaryamyadhidaivadigsu . . . . . '!, ie. omits ‘lokadigu’. 
Ramanuja 


Reading like the Chowkhamba edition.2 Interpretation different, 
viz. exactly like Srinivisa’s. Nimbarka reads ‘lokadisu’ in the 
sūtra, like Ramanuja, but gives no meaning of the word ‘lokadisu’. 


Bhaskara and Srikantha 


This is sütra 18 in his commentary. Reading like the Chow- 
khamba edition.’ 
Baladeva 


This is sütra 18 in his commentary. Reading different, viz. 
like Samkara's.* 

1 S.B. 1.2.18, p. 282. 

2 Sri. B. 1.2.19, p. 257, vol. 1. 

3 Bh. B. 1.2.18, p. 43. SK. B. 1.2.19, p. 368, Part 4. 

4 G.B. 1.2.18 (p. 128, Chap. 1). 
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SOTRA 20 


“AND (THE INNER CONTROLLER IS) NOT THAT WHICH IS DESIGNATED 
IN THE SMRTI, ON ACCOUNT OF THE MENTION OF QUALITIES NOT 
BELONGING TO IT." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


And, pradhàna is not denoted by the term “inner controller", 
“on account of the mention ” of the qualities of a sentient being, viz. 
‘being the controller of all’, ‘being the seer of all’ and so on. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Although pradhàna has already been set aside under the apho- 
rism: ‘Because (he) sees, not, it is non-scriptural’ (Br. Sü. 1.1.5), 
yet it is being set aside once more apprehending the possibility of the 
attributes of invisibility the rest (belonging to the inner controller 
alone) on its part.! 

“That which is designated in the Smrti”, i.e. pradhàna established 
by the Samkhya Smrti, is not denoted by the term “inner controller". 
Why? “On account of the mention of qualities not belonging to 
it",—"the qualities not belonging to it" mean the qualities which 
belong to a sentient being, —“on account of the mention ”’, i.e. declara- 
tion, of such qualities, in the concluding text: ‘He is the unseen seer, 
the unheard hearer, the unknown knower' (Brh. 3.7.23) On 
account of the designation of the qualities of a sentient being, viz. 
‘being the soul of all’, ‘being the governor of all’ and so on, pradhàna 
cannot be accepted here. 


COMPARISON 
Ramanuja and Srikantha 


Reading different, viz. add ‘Sarirasca’, and extends the same 
argument to the case of the individual soul as well.? 

1 That is, pradhdna is invisible, and the inner controller too is said to be 
invisible, etc. (Brh. 3.7.23). Hence it might be thought that pradhdna is the 
inner controller. This is being refuted here. 

2 Sri. B. 1.2.20, p. 259, Part 1. SK. B. 1.2.20, p. 372, Part 4. 
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SÜTRA 21 


"AND THE EMBODIED ONE (IS NOT THE INNER CONTROLLER), 
BECAUSE BOTH ALSO DEPICT IT AS DIFFERENT." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“And” the individual soul is not the inner controller, because 
“both” the Kanvas, ‘as well as’ the Madhyandinas depict "it" 
*as different" from the inner controller, respectively in the passages: 
‘He who abiding in intelligence’ (Brh. 3.7.221), ‘He who abiding in 
the soul’ (Sat. Br. 14.6.7.30 2). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection: Let then the individual soul, and not pradhàna, 
be denoted by the term “inner controller’’, since the qualities of being 
a seer and the rest are appropriate on the soul’s part—the author 
replies here: 

The word ‘not’ is to be supplied here from the preceding aphorism. 
And the “embodied one", i.e. the soul which has entered into a body, 
its abode for enjoying the fruits of its own actions, is not denoted by 
the term “inner controller’’, on account of the mention of qualities not 
belonging to it, viz. ‘being the soul of all’, ‘being the governor of all’, 
‘being the seer of all’ and so on; ‘for both’ the Kanvas, ‘as well as’ 
the Madhyandinas ''depict" ‘this’, i.e. the embodied one, “as 
different " from the inner controller, since the embodied self is an abode 
like the earth and the rest, and is an object to be governed.3 The 
Kanvas read: ‘He who abiding within intelligence’ (Brh. 3.7.22), 
the Madhyandinas read: ‘Whom the soul does not know, of whom 
the soul is the body, who controls the soul from within—He is your 
soul, the inner controller, immortal ' (Sat. Br. 14.5.7.30). There 
being the denial of any other seer in the passage: ‘There is no seer 
other than Him’ (Brh. 3.7.23), the seer of everything is the Highest 
Person, alone, the sense being that none other than the Lord is the seer 
of everything. The individual soul, known from the text: ‘The 


1 §, R, Bh, SK. B. 2 P. 1074, line 18. S, R, Bh, SK. B. 

3 I.e. the individual soul is the abode, while the inner controller is one who 
abides therein, just as He abides within the earth and the rest. Again, the 
individual soul is the object governed, the inner controller, the governor. Hence 
the two are different. 
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contrast to Brahman, (the seer of everything),—such is the distinction 
(between, Brahman, and the soul, though both are seers). Here too, 
the difference of nature between the individual soul and Brahman is 
established by Scripture and aphorism. This difference should not 
be understood in the sense the logicians understand it to exist between 
the individual soul and the Lord, (ie. as absolute difference), but 
(it implies that the individual soul) is a part of Brahman who is One 
alone, as mentioned in the text: ‘Brahman,! one, without a second’ 
(Chànd. 6.2.1), without an equal or a superior, the governor, possessed 
of infinite powers and an ocean of auspicious qualities. Although 
here in the introductory chapter, the individual soul, possessed of the 
stated marks, is said to be different from the Lord, because of its own 
peculiar qualities, mentioned in the Veda, viz. ‘being an object to be 
controlled’ and so on,—yet just as an attribute is different from its 
substratum (yet non-different from it), so it is non-different from its 
own controller, as it is incapable of having an independent existence 
or activity, and as it does not contradict the attributes, such as, ‘being 
one’, ‘being without a second’ and so on, belonging to the Whole 
of which it is a part.? Thus, the qualities of ‘being subject to bondage 
and release’, ‘having little knowledge’ and the rest, pertain to the 
part, (viz. the individual soul); while the qualities of ‘being ever-free’, 
‘being omniscient’, ‘being unenveloped (by nescience)’, ‘being the 
object to be approached by the freed’ and the rest, are peculiar to 
Brahman. Hence, no fault of an intermixture of qualities arises here. 
Similarly, ‘materiality’, ‘ mutability’ and the like are tho peculiar 
qualities of the non-sentient, a power of Brahman, while ‘omnipotence’, 
‘omniscience’ and the rest, are peculiar to Brahman, the possessor of the 
power. Although prakrti is different from Brahman as a power, yet it 
is non-different from Brahman, as a power has no separate activity, 
etc. Thus, a relation of difference-non-difference between the three 
realities is the view of the followers of the Upanisads (i.e. Vedantins). 


Here ends the section entitled ‘The inner controller’ (5). 


1 The word ‘ Brahman’ not included in the original text. 

2 Le. if the individual soul were different from Brahman, then it would 
have been a second principle besides Brahman and would have thereby contra- 
dicted His Oneness. But as it does not do so, it must be non-different from Him. 
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COMPARISON 
Ramanuja and Srikantha 
Reading different, viz. omits '$àrira$ca' in the beginning, 
interpretation same.! ; 
Thus, according to Nimbarka, Samkara, Bhàskara and Bala- 
deva:— 
‘Na ca smartam atad-dharmabhilapat.’ (One sūtra.) 
'Sàriraácobhaye'pi hi bhedenainam adhiyate.' (One sūtra.) 


According to Ramanuja and Srikantha :— 
‘Na ca smartam atad-dharmabhilapat Sariras ca.’ (One sūtra.) 
"Ubhaye'pi hi bhedenainam adhiyate.' (One sūtra.) 


Adhikarana 60: The section entitled 'Invisibi- 
lity’. (Sutras 22-24) 


SÜTRA 22 


“ THAT WHICH POSSESSES THE QUALITIES OF INVISIBILITY AND 

SO ON (IS BRAHMAN), ON ACCOUNT OF THE MENTION OF (His) 

QUALITIES.” 

Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 

That which is mentioned by the Atharvanikas in the text: 
‘Invisible’ (Mund. 1.1.62) and so on, as ‘possessed of the qualities 
of invisibility and the rest’, is the Highest Self alone. Why? “On 
account of the mention" of His "qualities" in the passage ‘He who is 
omniscient’ (Mund. 1.1.9 3), etc. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


In the preceding section, pradhàna was set aside on the ground 
of qualities like ‘being a seer’ and the like which belong to a sentient 
being only. Now, by showing that the text: ‘Now, the higher is 
that whereby that Imperishable’ (Mund. 1.1.5), and so on refers to 
Brahman, the author is disposing of the objection, viz. Let pradhana 


1 Sri. B. 1.2.22, p. 260, Part I. 
SK. B. 1.2.22, p. 374, Part 1. 
2 §, R, Bh, SK, B. 3 Op. cit. 
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be understood here (in the above text), owing to the absence of that 
(ie. owing to the fact that the above text contains no reference to the 
qualities of a sentient being). 

In the Atharvana, it is said: ‘There are two knowledges to be 
known’ (Mund. 1.1.4). Among these, the knowledge of works, 
viz. the Rg-veda and the rest, is the lower.! With a view to teaching 
the higher, viz. the knowledge of Brahman, in contrast to it, it is 
said: ‘Now, the higher is that whereby the Imperishable is appre- 
hended, that which is invisible, incapable of being grasped, without 
family, without caste, without eye, without ear, it is without hands 
and feet, eternal, all-pervasive, omnipresent, excessively subtle, it is 
unchangeable, which the wise perceive as the source of beings' (Mund. 
1.1.5-6), ‘Without the vital-breath, without mind, pure, higher than the 
high Imperishable' (Mund. 2.1.12) and so on. Here a doubt arises as 
to whether here the Imperishable, the source of beings and possessed of 
the qualities of invisibility and tho rest, is pradhàna, or the individual 
soul, or the Highest Self. The prima facie view is as follows:—As 
invisibility and such other qualities are possible on the part of pradhàna 
and the individual soul; as pradhàna is established to be the source 
of beings; and as the individual soul too, the cause of the body and 
the rest through its own works, can be so,—let one of these two be 
the Imperishable. 

With regard to this, we reply: The Imperishablo, the source of 
beings and possessed of the qualities of invisibility and the rest, is the 
Highest Self alone. Why? “On account of the mention of qualities "', 
i.e. because in the passage: ‘He who is all-knowing, omniscient, whose 
penance consists of knowledge, from Him alone Brahman, name and 
form, and food arise’ (Mund. 1.1.9), the permanent attributes of the 
Highest Self, viz. omniscience, etc. are stated, with a view to laying 
down the attributes of the Imperishable, the source of beings. 

If it be objected: This view is not reasonable. Having referred 
to the Imperishable in the passage: ‘The Imperishable is apprehended’ 
(Mund. 1.1.5), then again having designated the Imperishable as a 
limit in the passage: ‘Higher than the high Imperishable’ (Mund. 
2.1.2), the text next goes on to designate the meaning of the word 
‘higher’ as the Highest Self, in the passage: ‘He who is all-knowing’ 
(Mund. 1.1.9). ` If here the Highest Self be understood by the word 


1 Vide Mund. 1.1.5. 
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‘Imperishable’ in the first passage, then how can the text: ‘Higher 
than the Imperishable, the Light’ (Mund. 2.1.2) be possible, it being 
impossible for one to be higher than one’s own self, and there being 
no reality higher than Brahman, the Imperishable, the cause of the 
world and the topic of discussion, as evident from the declaration by 
the Lord Himself, viz. ‘‘‘There is nothing else, higher than me, O 
Dhanafijaya" !' (Gita 7.7), as well as from the scriptural text : ‘There 
is nothing higher than the Person' (Katha 3.11)? Hence, let either 
pradhàna or the individual soul be the meaning of the word 'Imperish- 
able', mentioned first, (Mund. 1.1.5); and let the Highest Self, higher 
than that high Imperishable, be omniscient,— 

(We reply:) Not so, because the word ' Imperishable', mentioned 
for the second time, (Mund. 2.1.5) does not refer to the Highest Self. 
Thus, from the knowledge, called ‘higher ', —mentioned in the passage: 
*'The higher is that whereby that Imperishable is apprehended’ 
(Mund. 1.1.5),—it is gathered that the Imperishable is the Highest 
Brahman alone, since no other knowledge, except that of Brahman, 
can be high. Thus, having begun with the Highest Self, denoted by 
the word ‘Imperishable’ and celebrated in the texts: ‘He teaches in 
truth that knowledge of Brahman whereby one knows the Imperish- 
able, the Person, the True’ (Mund. 1.2.13), ‘As the hairs and the 
body-hairs arise from a living person, so from the Imperishable arises 
this Universe’ (Mund. 1.1.7), ‘As from a well-lit fire thousands of 
sparks of a similar form emit forth, so do, my dear, manifold existences 
from the Imperishable' (Mund. 2.1.1) and so on, and with the Imper- 
ishable, possessed of the attributes of invisibility and the rest, in the 
passage: 'Now, the higher is that whereby that Imperishable is known' 
(Mund. 1.1.5), Scripture, with à view to demonstrating His qualities 
and nature, designates Him once more as ‘higher’ than the ' Imperish- 
able’, i.e. than the individual soul which is His own part; as well as 
than the ‘high’, i.e. pradhàna which His own power,—i.e. designates 
Him as their source and controller. Or, else, the 'Imperishable' is 
that which pervades the mass of its own modifications; ‘higher’ than 
that imperishable is pradhàna which is superior to its own modifica- 
tions; and *higher' than this pradhàna is the Highest Self. Or, else, 
the Supreme Person is ‘higher’ than the Person within the aggregate 
(or Hiranyagarbha) who is higher than the Imperishable, viz. pradhàna, 
—this is the sense. 


[st. 1. 2. 23. 
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SÜTRA 23 


* ALSO ON ACCOUNT OF THE DESIGNATION OF ATTRIBUTES AND 
DIFFERENCE, NOT THE TWO OTHERS." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Pradhana and the individual soul are not denoted by the words 
‘Imperishable, the source of beings’, “on account of the designation 
of attributes and difference". The designation of attributes is: 
* All-pervading' (Mund. 1.1.61); and the designation of difference is: 
‘Higher than the high Imperishable’ (Mund. 2.1.2 2). 


Vedánta-kaustubha 


«The two others ”, i.e. pradhina and the soul, are not indicated 
as the Imperishable, the source of beings, but the Highest Self alone. 
Why? “ Also on account of the designation of attributes and differ- 
ence." That is, the attribute: ‘All-pervading’ (Mund. 1.1.6) in 
the text concerned excludes pradhàna and the individual soul from 
being the Imperishable, the source of beings,—on account of that; 
in the text: 'Higher than the high Imperishable' (Mund. 2.1.2), 
the difference of the Imperishable, the source of beings, from these 
two is designated,—on account of that as well. 


COMPARISON 
Ràmánuja and Srikantha 


They interpret this sūtra in the same way. The word ' visesana ' 
interpreted differently, viz. ‘Because this section distinguishes the 
Imperishable from pradhàna and the individual soul, since it aims at 
proving that through the knowledge of one there is the knowledge of 
all’.8 


1 Not quoted by others. 
2 $, R, Bh, SK. 
3 Sri. B. 1.2.23, p. 364, Part 1. SK. B. 1.2.23, p. 383, Part 4. 
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SUTRA 24 


* ALSO ON ACCOUNT OF THE MENTION OF (His) FORM.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


* Also on account of. the mention of the form” of the Highest 
Self in the passage: ‘Fire is his head’ (Mund. 2.1.41) and so on, 


not the other two. 
Veddanta-kaustubha 


The very same Being who is this Imperishable, the source of 
beings, the Cause of all causes and has the sentient and the non- 
sentient as His powers, abides also as the inner controller of the 
sentient and the non-sentient, the powers, and as His effects; and 
should be meditated on by one who desires salvation and is free from 
the faults of envy and malice,—with a view to showing this, the 
author here states that the universe is the form of the Lord. 

The Imperishable, the source of beings, is the Highest Self alone, 
and not the other two. Why? “ On account of the mention of (His) 
form." In the passage: ‘Fire is his head, his eyes, the sun and the 
moon, the regions his ears, his utterances the Vedas, wind his breath, 
his heart the Universe, from his feet the earth (arises), truly, he is 
the Inner Soul of all beings’ (Mund. 2.1.4), the entire expanse of the 
universe, consisting of the sentient and the non-sentient, is designated 
as the form of the Highest Self alone, the inner Controller of all. If 
pradhàna and the individual soul be understood here, the designation 
of such a form is not possible. For this reason also, it is established 
that the Imperishable, who is the source of beings, is the Highest 
Person. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘Invisibility’ (6). 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


After this sūtra he reads a sūtra 'prakaranàt', not found in 
other commentaries. 


AERIS i Cica mosa P daa ema iam a Ron eR EI RAI P BOR arr SE TE I RIDE t E SSNS mer c ERS IG ETS 


1 S, R, Bh, SK. 
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Adhikarana 7: The section entitled ‘Vaisva- 
nara’. (Stitras 25-33) 


SOTRA 25 


* VAISVANARA (IS THE LORD), ON ACCOUNT OF THE DISTINCTIVE 
ATTRIBUTES OF THE COMMON TERM." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


‘Vaisvanara’ is the Highest Self alone, because that the word 
‘Vaiévanara’, though a common term, denoting (both) fire and 
Brahman, is to be understood as implying Brahman here, follows from 
the fact that we know its **distinctive attributes" through the designa- 
tion of its parts, such as the heaven as its head and so on. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Thus, it has been pointed out that the Lord is to be meditated on 
as the Soul of the movable and the immovable. Now, by pointing 
out that the Lord is to be meditated on, in the very same manner, as 
Vaisvanara also, the author shows that the text: ‘‘‘ Who is our soul ? 
What is Brahman ” ?’ (Chand. 5.11.1) refers to the Lord. 

In the Chàndogya, the following passage is found, beginning: 
**Who is our soul? What is Brahman” ?' (Chand. 5.11.1), **You 
know now that Vaisvanara Self, tell us about Him alone” ' (Chand. 
5.11.6), and continuing: ‘But he who meditates on the Vaisvanara 
Self as of the measure of a span only, and as of an unlimited dimension, 
—he eats food in all the worlds, in all beings, in all selves. Verily, 
of this Vaiévànara Self, the head, indeed, is the brightly shining 
(heaven), the eye the multiform (sun), the breath that which moves 
in various paths (ie. the wind), the body the extended (space), the 
bladder, indeed, wealtlr (i.e. water), the feet the earth indeed, the 
breast, indeed, the sacrificial altar, the hairs the sacrificial grass, the 
heart the Garhapatya fire, the mind the Anvahàryapacana fire, the 
mouth the Ahavaniya fire' (Chànd. 5.18.1.2). A doubt arises as 
to whether here Vaisvanara is the gastric fire, or the elemental fire, 
or the presiding deity of fire, or the Highest Self. The prima facie 
view is as follows: The word ‘Vaisvanara’ is a common term. Why? 
Because it is applied to the gastric fire, as in the passage: ‘This is 
the Vaiśvānara fire which is within this person, by means of which 
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this food that is eaten is digested. Its noise is that which one bears 
on covering the ears. When one is on the point of departing one does 
not hear this sound' (Brh. 5.9.1); because it is applied also to the 
elemental fire, as in the passage: ‘For the whole world, the gods 
made Agni Vaisvanara a sign of the day’ (Rg. V. 10.88.121); 
because it is applied to the fire-god too, as in the passage: 'May we 
be in the favour of Vai$vànara, for verily, he is the king of the worlds, 
bliss, lustrous' (Rg. V. 1.98.12); and because it is applied to the 
Highest Self, as in the passages: 'He threw it in the self, indeed, in 
the heart, in Agni Vai$vanara' (Tait. Br. 3.1.8.7 3). ‘This Vaiésva- 
nara arises as having all forms, as the vital-breath, as fire' 
(Prasna 1.7). 
With regard to it, we reply: Vai$vànara is the Highest Perso 

alone. Why? ‘On account of the distinctive attributes of the 
common word "', i.e. because there are distinctive attributes for taking 
the common term ' Vai$vanara',—applied, equally, to the gastric fire, 
the elemental fire, the fire-god and the Highest Self,—as denoting 
specifically the Highest Self alone. The sense is that the distinctive 
attributes by reason of which the Highest Person alone may be taken 
as the primary meaning of the word ‘Vaisvanara’, are present here, 
as we know them from the text: ‘Of this Vais$vànara Self, the head 
indeed is the brightly shining (heaven)' (Chand. 5.18.2) and so on. 
Hence, the word ‘Vaisvanara’, though commonly applicable to all 
(the four), here denotes the Highest Self (alone), on account of such 
distinctive attributes. The gastric fire and the rest cannot possibly 
have limbs, like the heaven, and the rest down to the earth,—since 
they are not the soul of all, and since in this section, the common term 
is qualified by the special attributes of the Lord, such as, ‘being the 
soul of all’ and the rest, mentioned in the introductory text: “ Who is 
our soul? What is Brahman” ?' (Chand. 5.11.1). 


1 P. 347, lines 7-8. 

2 P. 81, lines 3-4. 

3 P. 265, lines 3-4, (vol. 3). Correct quotation: ‘Tad . . . hrdaye 
agnau vaisednare prasyat’. 


[sC. 1. 2. 26. 
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SOTRA 26 
*'THAT WHICH IS STATED BY SMRTI MUST BE AN INDICATION, 
THUS." 


Vedànta-parijáta-saurabha 


The form, stated in Smrti as well, in the passage: ‘Of whom, 
fire is the mouth, the heaven the head’ (Maha. 12.1656.0 1), ** must" 
be a decisive factor in proving that Vaiévanara is the Highest Self. 


Vedànta-kaustubha 


The word “thus” implies the reason. For this reason, too, 
Vaiévanara is the Highest Self alone,—because “‘ that which is stated 
by Smrti must be an indication ” of the fact that the word ' Vai$v&nara' 
denotes the Highest Self. The phraso “That which is stated by 
Smrti" means that the form, characterized by having the heaven for 
the head and the rest, denoted by the scriptural text: ‘The head, 
indeed, is the brightly shining (heaven)' (Chànd. 5.18.2) and so on, 
is mentioned also by a Smrti which follows Scripture. That very 
thing must be “an indication", ie. a decisive factor here,—this is 
the sense. The Smrti-passages are the following: ‘Of whom fire is 
the mouth, the heaven the head, the sky the navel, the earth the feet, 
the sun the eye, the regions the ear,—obeisance to Him, the Soul of 
the world’ (Maha. 12.1656b-1657a 2), ‘Of whom the heaven is the 
head, the wise declare, the sky, verily, the navel, the sun and the 
moon the eyes, the regions the ear, the earth the feet,—He is the 
inconceivable Soul, the maker of all beings’. For this very reason, it 
has been said: ‘Scripture and Smrti are celebrated to be the two 
eyes of the wise. Deprived of one, one is said to be “one-eyed”; 
deprived of both “blind” ’. 

Or, (an alternative explanation of the siitra:) the phrase: “That 
which is stated by Smrti” means as follows: (The form) which is 
recognized in the following manner thus: What is celebrated in 
another scriptural text, viz. 'Fire is his head, the eyes the sun and the 
moon’ (Mund. 2.1.4), and so on, as well as in the stated Smrti-passages 
as the form of the Highest Self, that alone, is stated here (in Chànd. 
5.18.2),—that form must be an indication, i.e. a sign, that Vaisvanara 
is the Highest Self. 


1 §, R. 3 P. 424, lines 2.3, vol. 3 
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SOTRA 27 


* Ir IT BE OBJECTED THAT (VAISVANARA IS THE GASTRIC FIRE) ON 
ACCOUNT OF WORD AND THE REST, ON ACCOUNT OF ABIDING 
WITHIN, NOT (THE HIGHEST SELF), (WE REPLY:) No, ON ACCOUNT 
OF TEACHING THE VISION (OF THE LORD) THUS, ON ACCOUNT OF 
IMPOSSIBILITY, AND (BECAUSE) THEY READ HIM ALSO AS A 
PERSON." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If it be objected that since the word ‘Vaisvanara’ conventionally 
denotes the gastric fire, since there is the designation of a triad of 
fires, since it is mentioned as the abode of the offering to the vital- 
breaths, and since it is declared by Scripture to be abiding within, 
Vaiśvānara is not the Highest Self, but the gastric fire,— 

(We reply:) “No”, “as” the Supreme Lord is “taught to be 
viewed" * thus ", i.e. in the gastric fire; “for” if the Supreme Lord 
be not understood here, then having the heaven as the head and the 
rest ‘is not possible’; and it is declared by Scripture to be a 
person,—so Vai$vànara is none but the Highest Self. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be objected: The Highest Self cannot be denoted by the 
word 'Vai$vànara' here, but the gastric fire. Why? “On account 
of words and the rest," ie. the reasons which begin with 'word' 
are ‘reasons beginning with word’,2—‘on account of those'.? 
Those reasons are as follows: First, the ‘word’ here is ‘Vaisvanara’, 
and that conventionally denotes the gastric fire, and when a literal 
meaning is possible, it is improper to suppose any other meaning. 
Secondly, there is the word ‘fire’, i.e. there is a co-ordination between 
Vaiávànara and the word ‘fire’ in the Vajasaneyaka-text, viz. “This is 
the Vaisvanara fire’ (Sat. Br. 10.6.1.11 4). Thirdly, a triad of fires 
is designated in the text ; ‘The heart is the Garhapatya fire, the mind 
the Anvaharya’ (Chand. 5.18.2) and so on. Fourthly, Vaiévanara 
is declared by Scripture to be the support of the offering to the 


1 The C.S.S. ed. omits ‘iti cen na’, p. 11. 

2 Sabdddayah. 

3 This explains the compound ‘éabdddibhyah’. 
4 P. 806, line 17. 
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vital-breaths in the passage: ‘Therefore, the first food which one may 
come across should be offered’ (Chand. 5.19.1). And, finally, Vaiéva- 
nara abides “ within", which, more particularly, is a characteristic 
mark of the gastric fire,——the Vajasaneyins declare that Vaisvanara 
abides within in the passage: ‘For he who knows this Vaisvanara 
fire to be like a man, abiding within a man’ (Sat. Br. 10.6.1.11). 
On account of such reasons like words and the rest", and “on 
account of abiding within ”’, the Highest Self cannot be understood, — 

(We reply:) “No”, “on account of teaching the vision (of the 
Lord) thus ”, i.e. since such an object (viz. the gastric fire) is taught 
to be meditated on under the aspect of the Lord, i.e. since the Supreme 
Lord is enjoined to be meditated on as qualified by the gastric fire, 
ie. since the above-mentioned Supreme Soul, who is Vai$vànara 
(or the universal soul) being the soul of all, is taught to be in the gastric 
fire and the rest as their soul. If it be objected: In that case, let 
gastric fire itself be Vaié$vànara primarily,—we reply: no, ‘‘ because 
that is impossible ", i.e. because having the heaven as the head and 
the rest is impossible on the part of the gastric fire. This means, 
it is possible on the part of the Highest Self alone, who is the soul 
of all, and not on the part of any one else. ** And also”, the Vajasa- 
neyins "read" “ him”, i.e. Vaisvanara, “as a person” in the passage: 
"That Vaiévanara fire is the person’ (Sat. Br. 10.6.1.11). It is 
possible for the Highest Self to be a Person, He being the soul of all, 
but this is not possible if the mere gastric fire be understood here. 
The word “and” 1 denotes that this is universally known, i.e. that 
the Highest Self is a Person is well-known from scriptural texts like: 
‘The Person, verily, is all this’ (Svet. 3.15), "There is nothing higher 
than the Person' (Katha 3.11) and so on. 


SÜTRA 28 


‘FOR THAT VERY REASON, NOT THE DEITY, NOR THE ELEMENT." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


On account of those “ very ” reasons stated above, “the deity and 
the element” are ** not” to be understood by the word ‘ Vai$vànara '. 


1 ‘Ca’ in the stira. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


“For that very reason”, ie. on account of the very reasons 
stated above, the presiding “ deity” of fire is not to be understood 
the word 'Vai$vànara'; and the “element”, i.e. the elemental fire, 
also is not to be understood. 


SOTRA 29 


* (THERE IS) NO CONTRADICTION, EVEN (IF THE WORD “ VAISVA- 
NARA " DENOTES THE LORD) DIRECTLY, JAIMINI (THINKS SO)." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The Lord Vaisvanara is ‘all and man’, i.e. the soul of all,—to 
be meditated on ''directly" as such:—this, tho teacher ''Jaimini " 
thinks, involves '' no contradiction. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Thus, the word ' Vai$vànara' has been proved to be referring to 
Brahman, first on the ground of the reasons like ‘distinctive attributes 
of a common term’ (Br. Sü. 1.2.25) and the rest. Again, there being 
a doubt,— viz. on account of words and the rest, as well as on account 
of abiding within, it refers to the gastric fire,—it has been once more 
proved, for the sake of removing incompatibility, to be referring to 
Brahman alone, qualified by the gastric fire, on the ground of the 
reasons like: ‘because of teaching the vision (of the Lord) thus’ (Br. 
Su. 1.2.27) and so on. Now, by showing that the word ' Vai$vanara' 
denotes Brahman etymologically too, so that He may be directly 
worshipped as such, the author shows that another teacher too (viz. 
Jaimini) confirms his own view. 

The teacher ‘‘ Jaimini’’ thinks that as the word 'Vaióvànara', 
even without being viewed as denoting the Lord, only so far as He is 
qualified by the gastric fire, refers directly to the Highest Self, in- 
tending to designate as it does His special qualities,—so Vaisvanara 
is to be meditated on ''directly" as the Highest Self indeed. This 
view involves “ no contradiction ”.1 


— M eer cee 


1 I.e. it has been said in the previous sūtra that Vaisvdnara stands for the 
Lord only so far as the Lord is qualified by the gastric fire. But now it is said 
that Vaiévdnara stands for the Lord directly, without any qualification. 
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Etymologically, ‘Vaisvanara’ implies ‘he who is all and man’, 
He being the Universal Soul; or ‘one who is the man, i.e. the maker 
of all’, He being the Universal Cause; or ‘one by whom all men are 
to be controlled’, He being the Universal Controller. The long vowel 
(i.e. ‘4’ in the word ‘ Vaisvanara’) follows from the rule ‘when “ nara " 
follows '' vi$va ", the “a” in the latter is lengthened to designate a 
name’ (Pan. 6.3.129, SD. K. 10481). The taddhita-suffix (by which 
the word ‘Vaiévanara’ is derived from the word ‘Vaisvanara’) is 
added without changing the meaning, as in the case of ‘rakgasa’ 
(derived from ‘rakgas’), ‘vayasa’ (derived from ‘vayas’) and so on.? 

The co-ordination of the words ‘Agni’ and 'Vai$vànara', too, 
is appropriate. ‘Agni’ is ‘one who goes, i.e. goes to or manifests 
himself in the heart-lotus’,—the ‘na’ (in the root ‘ang’) is elided in 
accordance with the rule: ‘And, the “na” of “anga’”’ is elided’ 3 
(Unádi-sütra 490) 4—; or ‘one who causes one to go, i.e. causes the 
first birth of the Universe. 


SOTRA 30 


* ON ACCOUNT OF MANIFESTATION, ASMARATHYA (THINKS SO).”’ 


Vedànta-parijata-saurabha 


With & view to favouring His worshippers who are devoted to 
Him alone and to none else, the Highest Self though infinite, manifests 
Himself in accordance with the respective capacities of His devotees. 
As such, He can fittingly be regarded as of the size of merely a span, 
—this is so “on account of manifestation", so the sage “ ASmarathya”’ 
thinks. 

Vedanta-kaustubha 

(The author) explains, in accordance with the approbation of 
Aémarathya, the text about that which is of the size of merely a 
span. 

In the text: ‘But who meditates on the Vaisvanara Self as of 
the measure of a span only and as of an unlimited dimension’ (Chand. 


1 P. 60654, vol. 1. 

2 Vide Pan. 4.1.104, SD. K. 1106, p. 682, vol. 1, and Pan. 5.4.38, SD. K. 
2106, p. 930, vol. 1. 

3 And ‘ni’ is added, as mentioned in the sūtra 488. Thus, aig = ag+ni = 
agni. 
4 SD. K., p. 634, vol. 2. 
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5.18.1), it is perfectly justifiable to hold that even one whose ‘measure’ 
or limit, has disappeared ‘on all sides’ or entirely 1, ie. even the 
Highest Person, who is unlimited, can be of the measure of a span 
merely, i.e. of the extent measured by the thumb and the forefinger. 
How? “On account of manifestation." That is, with a view to 
favouring those who are devoted to none else except to Him, the Lord 
manifests Himself in the heart-lotus in a form, which is eternal, blissful 
and non-material, which is of the size of a span and is the fulfiller of 
the desire of His own devotees, just as He manifested Himself in 
the limited space of a pillar as a man-lion.2 This is the view of the 
teacher Asmarathya. 

Or, (an alternative explanation of the siitra), with a view to 
favouring the dull-witted devotees (i.e. who can grasp gross objects 
only), the Lord squeezes Himself, as it were, into gross regions only; 
though all-pervading, He limits Himself in accordance with their 
respective intelligence and manifests Himself in those respective 
places. Thus, “on account of manifestation", He can, very well, be 
of the measure of merely a span,—so thinks “ ASmarathya”’,—this 
is the sense. 


COMPARISON 


Ramanuja and Srikantha - 


€ 


Interpretation of the word ‘abhivyakteh’ different, viz. ‘on 
account of definiteness’, i.e. the texts speaks of the Lord of a definite 
extent with a view to rendering the thought of the meditating devotee 
more definite.’ 


SOTRA 31 
“ON ACCOUNT OF REMEMBRANCE, BADARI (THINKS SO).”’ 


Vedanta-pdrijata-saurabha 


The imagination of a body from head to foot is “on account of 
remembrance’’, i.e. for the purpose of recollection (or meditation),— 
so thinks the teacher ‘‘ Badari’’. 


1 Abhitah vigatah mánah = abhivimanah. 

2 The reference is to the killing of Hiranyakasipu by the Lord in the form 
of a man-lion. Vide Mahé. 3.15835, etc. 

3 Sri. B. 1.2.30, p. 274, Part 1. SK. B. 1.2.30, p. 392. Part 1. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


On the enquiry: What purpose is served by such a manifestation 
of a Being,—who is of the size of merely a span,—in the heart-lotus 
of the sharp-witted (i.e. those who are capable of grasping subtle 
things)? On the enquiry: What purpose is served by such worship 
of a Being,—who is limited as having limbs like head and the rest 
in the heaven and so on,—on the part of the dull-witted (i.e. those 
who are capable of grasping gross things) ?—it is said here: 

The manifestation, in the heart-lotus, of the Highest Self as of 
the size of merely a span ; similarly the imagination of His body, from 
head to foot, in the regions of the heaven and the rest, are ‘‘ on account 
of remembrance’’, i.e. serve the purpose of recollection, or meditation 
in that way, for attaining the Supreme Lord. This is the view of 
the teacher '' Badari’’. 


amit 


SÜTRA 32 


* ON ACCOUNT OF IDENTIFICATION, SO JAIMINI THINKS, FOR THUS 
(SCRIPTURE) SHOWS." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The imagination of their! breast and the rest as the sacrificial 
altar and so on is for the purpose of effecting “an identification " 
of Agni-hotra with the offering to the vital-breaths, which is a sub- 
sidiary element of the Vai$vànara-vidyà, practised by a worshipper 
of Vaisvanara,—‘ so” the teacher '"Jaimini" thinks. That very thing 
the scriptural text: ‘Now, he who offers the Agni-hotra, knowing this 
thus’ (Chand. 5.24.2 ?), ‘shows’. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be asked: If the Highest Self, having thus the three worlds 
as His body, be denoted by the term ' Vaiévünara', then, what is the 
purpose of imagining the breast and the rest of the worshipper as the 
sacrificial altar and so on thus: ‘The breast is the sacrificial altar, 
the hairs the sacrificial grass, the heart the Garhapatya fire, the mind 
the Anv&hüryapacana fire’ (Chand. 5.18.2)?—the author replies 
here: 

1 Le. of those who meditate on Vaisvdnara. 

2 S, R, SK. 
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The imagining of the worshippers as the sacrificial altar and the 
rest is for the purpose of effecting an “identification " of Agni-hotra 
with the offering to the vital-breath, which is a subsidiary element 
of the Vaisvanara-vidya, practised by the worshippers of Vai$vànara, 
—'*go" the teacher '"Jaimini" thinks. “For thus", ie. this very 
identification of the offering to the vital-breath and the Agni-hotra, 
“Scripture shows" in the following passage: ‘Now, he who offers 
the Agni-hotra knowing this thus, his offering is made to all the worlds, 
to all beings, to all selves ' (Chànd. 5.24.2). 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


The interpretation of the word 'sampatteh' different, viz. 'on 
account of mysterious power or lordliness'. Hence the sūtra: 
‘(The Lord is said to be of the measure of a span) on account of (His) 
mysterious power, so Jaimini (thinks), for thus Scripture shows (viz. 
that the Lord is possessed of such powers)'.! 


SÜTRA 33 


* AND THEY RECORD THIS IN THAT." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“And they record" “ this”, i.e. Vaiśvānara having the heaven as 
his head and so on, as a Person in the body of the worshipper. 


Here ends the second quarter of the first chapter in the Vedanta- 
párijáta-saurabha, an interpretation of the Sariraka-mimamsa 
texts and composed by the Reverend Nimbarka. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


And moreover, the Vajins “record” “ this”, i.e. the Lord Vaiávà-- 
nara, "in that", ie. in the body of the worshipper, in the passage: 


epu tirer reU, e TS ERE Mo Rp ee EIEé rim CPRIRm mii rorem, 


1 G.B. 1.2.32, p. 142, Chap. 1. 
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as well as his abiding within, are indicative of the fact that Vaisvanara 
is Brahman. The sense is that if the gastric fire be understood here, 
then the circumstance of abiding within a person will, of course, be 
possible, but not that of being like a person. Hence, it is established 
that Vaisvinara is the Highest Self. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘ Vai$vànara' (7). 


Here ends the second quarter of the first chapter in the commentary, 
the holy Vedànta-kaustubha. 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


Interpretation different, viz. ‘And they (viz. the Atharvani- 
kas) record this (viz. the existence of such mysterious powers) in that 
(viz. in the Lord) '.! 

Résumé 
The second quarter of the first chapter contains :— 
(1) 33 sütras and 7 adhikaranas, according to Nimbarka ; 
(2) 32 sütras and 7 adhikaranas, according to Samkara ; 
(3) 33 sütras and 6 adhikaranas, according to Ramanuja ; 
(4) 32 sütras and 7 adhikaranas, according to Bhaskara ; 
(b) 33 sütras and 9 adhikaranas, according to Srikantha ; 
(6) 33 sütras and 7 adhikaranas, according to Baladeva. 


Samkara and Bhüskara and Baladeva omit the sūtra 16 in 
Nimbarka’s commentary. Nimbàürka omits the sūtra 24 in Bhàs- 
kara's commentary. 


1 G.B. 1.2.33, p. 143, Chap. 1. 


FIRST CHAPTER (Adhyàya) 
THIRD QUARTER (Pada) 


Adhikarana 1: The section entitled ‘The 
heaven, the earth,and so on’. (Suütras 1-7) 


SOTRA 1 


*'lTHE SUPPORT OF THE HEAVEN, THE EARTH AND THE REST (IS 
BRAHMAN ALONE), ON ACCOUNT OF THE TERM ‘ OWN ’.”’ 


Vedanta-parijata saurabha 


“The support of the heaven, the earth and the rest’’, stated in 
the passage: ‘In whom the heaven’ (Mund. 2.2.51) and so on, is 
Brahman, “on account of the term ‘own’’’, i.e. on account of the 
word ‘soul’ and the rest which are denotative of Brahman. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now the reverend author of the aphorisms is showing that to 
be the support of the three worlds, too, is possible on the part of the 
Lord alone who has the heaven for His head and so on and is the soul 
of the three worlds. 

In the Mundaka, we read: ‘He in whom the heaven, the earth 
and the sky are woven, and the mind together with all the vital- 
breaths,—Him alone know as the one soul; give up other worlds. 
He is the bridge to immortality’ (Mund. 2.2.5). Here a doubt 
arises—viz. whether that which is indicated as the support of the 
heaven and the rest by the locative ‘in whom’ is pradhàna or the 
individual soul, or the Supreme Soul, the cause of the birth and the 
rest of the world. What is suggested here to begin with? The 
prima facie view is as follows: Let pradhàna be the support. As it 
is found that an effect arises from and dissolves into its own cause, 
it is reasonable to hold that it has its own cause as its support. (This 
is so), also on account of the scriptural mention of ‘bridge’. To be 
a bridge means to be limited; but Brahman is not limited as declared 


LR St: RL RUAN Eur 


1 Š, R, Bh, SK, B. 
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by the text: ‘Infinite, boundless’ (Brh. 2.4.12). The term ‘self’ 
too may be applied to pradhana thus :— 

Pradhàna is the self, because of being the benefactor of the soul. 
Whoever is the benefactor of some one else is his self; just as (when 
it is said :) ‘Verily, Bhadrasena is my self’. Or, else, let the individual 
soul be the support, as there is the mention of the word ‘soul’ in the 
text,—the word ‘soul’ denotes the individual soul primarily, since it 
is a sentient being;—as the soul is mentioned in Scripture as the 
support of sense-organs like mind and the rest; as the soul is said to 
be connected with the vein, as well as to be born, in the passage: 
‘Where the veins have congregated together like the spokes in the 
nave of a wheel, he moves about within, becoming manifold’ (Mund. 
2.2.6); and, finally, to be the support of the entire universe, the 
object to be enjoyed, fits in on the soul’s part, it being an enjoyer. 

We reply: “ The support of the heaven, and the earth and the 
rest" is none but the Supreme Brahman. That is, ‘dyau’ and 
‘bhu’ (make) ‘dyubhuvau’, that which begins with ‘dyu-bhuvau’ 
is ‘dyu-bhuvau adi’, i.e. all the things beginning with the heaven, 
and ending with the vital-breath,—their support is the Highest Self. 
Why? “On account of the term ‘own’’’, i.e. on account of the term 
‘soul’, denotative of itself, viz. of the Supreme Soul, the topic of dis- 
cussion, and characterized by an adjective as stated in the passage: 
‘Him alone know as the one soul; give up other worlds’ (Mund. 
2.2.5),—here, from the adjective ‘one’ which denotes the Lord, the 
soul of all, it is known that the ‘soul’ is the Supreme Soul;—also 
on account of the word ‘bridge’, mentioned in the passage: ‘The 
bridge to immortality’ (Mund. 2.2.5); i.e. the ‘bridge’ or the support 
meaning the cause of attaining ‘immortality’ or salvation. In 
another scriptural text, viz. ‘By knowing him thus, one becomes 
immortal on earth’ (Tait. Ar. 3.121), He alone is celebrated to be the 
cause of the attainment of immortality. Connection with the artery, 
too, is possible on the part of the Supreme Soul, in accordance with 
the scriptural text: ‘But surrounded by the veins he hangs like a 
sheath’ (Mahahar. 11.9). In accordance with the following scrip- 
tural and Smrti texts, viz. ‘Not born, he is born in many ways’ 
(Vj. S. 31.1692; Tait. Ar. 3.13.13), ‘Though unborn, the unchange- 
able soul’ (Gità 4.6), it is also possible for Him to be born in many 


1 P. 199. 3 P. 857, line 17. 3 P. 201. 
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ways. Finally, to be the support of the instruments of the individual 
soul, too, is possible on the part of the Supreme Soul who is the support 
of all. The following aphorisms 1, secondary in nature, are but 
amplifications of this primary aphorism. 


SOTRA 2 


“ ON ACCOUNT OF THE DESIGNATION (OF BRAHMAN) THE OBJECT 
TO BE APPROACHED BY THE FREED.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The support of the heaven, the earth and the rest is Brahman 
alone. Why? ‘On account of the designation " of such a support 
alone as “‘ the object to be approached by the freed ”, in the passage: 
“When the seer sees the golden-coloured Creator, the Lord, the 
Person, the source of Brahma, then the knower, having discarded 
merit and demerit, stainless, attains the highest identity’ (Mund. 
3.1.13 2) and so on. 

Vedànta-kaustubha 


The support of the heaven, the earth and tho rest is none but 
Brahman. Why? ‘On account of the designation (of Brahman) 
as the object to be approached by the freed." That which is to 
be approached, i.e. obtained, by those who are freed from the fetter 
of mundane existence is “‘ the object to be approached by the freed”, 
on account of the ''designation ", i.e. indication, of that’. The 
sense is: The reality that is admitted to be the support of the heaven, 
the earth and the rest, to be one, to be the bridge to immortality, 
and is celebrated elsewhere also as the object to be approached by 
the freed,—that very same reality, the one topic of all the Vedas 
and without an equal or à superior, is designated as the object to be 
obtained by the freed, in the passages: ‘The knot of the heart is 
undone, all doubts are cut off, and his works perish, when he, who is 
high and low, is seen’ (Mund. 2.2.8), ‘Just as the flowing rivers 
disappear into the ocean discarding name and form, so the knower, 
freed from name and form, goes to the Person, who is Higher than 


1 Viz. Br. Si. 1.3.2-7. 2 R, SK, B. 
3 This explains the compound ‘muktopasrpya-vyapadesat’. 
10 
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the high’ (Mund. 3.2.8). The phrase ‘high and low’ means: One 
to whom the high, i.e. Brahma, Siva, and the rest, are inferior. The 
phrase: ‘higher than the high’ means: the Person who is higher than 
the high, i.e. the individual soul or prakrti.! 


COMPARISON 
Ràmànuja and Srikantha 


Reading slightly different, viz. adds a ‘ca’ in the end? 


SÜTRA 3 


* NoT THE INFERENCE, ON ACCOUNT OF THE ABSENCE OF TEXTS 
TO THAT EFFECT.” 


Vedànta-parijata -saurabha 


Pradhàna, which is arrived at through inference, is not that 
support, on account of the absence of texts denoting it. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The support of the heaven, the earth and the rest cannot be 
“the inference”. The non-sentient cause which is without any 
connection with Brahman, viz. pradhüna, inferred by the SAamkhyas 
on the ground of non-sentient effects, like the elements and the rest 3, 
is said to be “‘ the inference ’’, and that is not the support of the heaven, 
the earth and the rest. Why?  '' On account of the absence of texts 
to that effect." That is, the “ text to that effect " is ‘ tac-chabda ’, 
* absence of text to that effect" is ‘atac-chabda’, on account of 
that 4, or on account of the absence, here, of texts denoting the 

1 Note that Nimbdrka and S'rinivisa understand the word ‘ Vyapadeésdt’ 
as referring to different passages. 

2 Sri. B. 1.2.3, p. 283, Part 1. SK. B. 1.3.2, p. 401, Part 4. 

3 First, we infer that every effect must have a cause, that cause another 
cause and so on, and finally there must be an uncaused first cause. Secondly, 
we infer that this uncaused first cause must be non-sentient, since the effects 
which we perceive are non-sentient, and the effect and its cause must be similar 
in nature. It is in this way that the Sdmkhyas arrive at non-sentient first 
cause or pradhàna. 

* This explains the compound ‘atac-chabdat’. 
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inferrible pradhàna. On the contrary, there are texts denoting a 
sentient being, such as, ‘He who is omniscient’ (Mund. 1.1.9.; 2.2.7) 


and so on. 
COMPARISON 


Ramanuja and Srikantha 


Reading different, viz. take this sūtra and the next as one sütra.! 


SUTRA 4 


* AND THE BEARER OF THE VITAL-BREATH." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“ The bearer of the vital-breath " also is not the support of the 
heaven, the earth and the rest. Why? On account of the very same 
absence of texts to that effect. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The words: ‘not, on account of the absence of texts to that 
effect’ are to be supplied from the preceding aphorism. ‘‘ The bearer 
of the vital-breath ", i.e. the individual soul, too, is not the support 
of the heaven, the earth and the rest, on account of the absence of 
texts to that effect ;—that means: although the term ‘soul’ is equally 
applicable to the individual soul and the Supreme Soul, yet just as 
in this section there are texts like ‘Him alone know as one.—He is 
the bridge to immortality’ (Mund.2.2.5), ‘ He whois omniscient’ (Mund. 
1.1.9; 2.2.7) and so on, establishing the peculiar qualities of the Supreme 
Soul, so there are no toxts here, establishing the peculiar qualities 
of the individual soul ;—also because it is impossible for the individual 
soul, which is atomic by nature, to be the support of the heaven, 
the earth and the rest. This aphorism is taken separately, because 
of its association with the following aphorisms.? 


Se Re ET EE us s rti NT RE as Sa OR Da POR es eS nm RS quantas, arcuum ruta 


1 Sri. B. 1.3.3, p. 283, Part 1. 
SK. B. 1.3.3, p. 403, Part 4. 

2 That is, it would not have been necessary to introduce a special sūtra 
for the individual soul,—which like pradhána is precluded in the preceding sitra, 
—if it were not for the reasons given in the following three sütras, which apply 
only to the individual soul, and not to pradhána. 
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COMPARISON 
All others omit the ‘ca’ in the end.! 


SÜTRA 5 


“ AND ON ACCOUNT OF THE DESIGNATION OF DIFFERENCE.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Moreover, “on account of the designation of difference” also 
between the knower and the object to be known, the support of the 
heaven, the earth and the rest is not the bearer ae the vital-breath, 
(or the individual soul). 


Vedànta-kaustubha 


The bearer of the vital-breath is not to be understood as the 
support of the heaven, the earth and the rest. Why? “On account 
of the designation of difference ", i.e. because the difference between 
the two, viz. between the individual soul—which is possessed of 
little knowledge and is subject to bondage and release through the 
Lord's may& consisting of the three gunas—and the Omniscient 
Lord, as the knower and the object to be known, is designated by the 
holy Scripture itself in the passage: ‘Him alone know as one’ (Mund. 
2.2.5). The purpose of this repeated declarations of difference is to 
point out that with a view to attaining His nature, one should practise 
meditation on Him, based on a true knowledge about Him. 


SÜTRA 6 


* ON ACCOUNT OF THE TOPIO." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The Supreme Self being the topic, the individual soul is not to 
be understood as the support of the heaven, the earth and the rest. 


1 S.B. 1.3.5, p. 310. Srt. B. 1.3.4, p. 283, Part 1. 
Bh. B. 1.3.5, p. 62. SK. B. 1.3.4, p. 404, Part 4. 
B.B. 1.3.5. ; 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


It is not that the individual soul constitutes the topic so that 
it may be understood here. None but the Supreme Soul is the topic 
here, as evident from the introductory passage: ‘‘‘What, my 
reverend Sir, being known, all this comes to be known’’?’ (Mund. 
1.1.3),—all things do not become known when the individual soul 
is known, since all things have not the individual soul as their soul— 
and as established by the fact that in the passage: ‘Now, the higher 
is that whereby that Imperishable is apprehended’ (Mund. 1.1.5) 
and so on, the Supreme Soul alone is referred to. 


SUTRA 7 


* AND ON ACCOUNT OF ABIDING AND EATING." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“ On account of the abiding " of the Highest Self as a non-eater, 
as well as ‘on account of the eating’ of the individual soul, as laid 
down in the text: ‘Two birds’ (Mund. 3.1.1; cf. also Svet. 4.6 1), 
the individual soul is not the support of the heaven and the earth. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The author is once more explaining statements regarding the 
difference between the individual soul and Brahman. 

The individual soul is not the support of the heaven, the earth 
and the rest. Why? ‘‘ On account of abiding and eating "', “sthiti’”’ 
and “odana” (make) ''sthityodane "—on account of that?. ‘On 
account of the abiding " of one bird in the tree, i.e. the body, without 
eating the fruit of work and shining, and “‘ on account of the eating ”’ 
of the fruit of work by the other as subject to karmas,—as laid down 
in the text which refers to the support of the heaven, the earth and 
the rest, viz. ‘Of these two, one tastes the sweet berry, the other 
looks on without eating' (Mund. 1.1.3),—the difference between the 
individual soul and Supreme Soul is known. Hence, it is established 


woman Mtr ED 


! §, R, Bh, SK, B. 
2 This explains the compound ‘ sthityodandbhydm’. 
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that the independent and omniscient Supreme Soul alone is the bridge 
to immortality; and as the soul of all, He is also the support of the 
heaven, the earth and the rest. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘The heaven, the earth and the 
rest’ (1). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


Reading and interpretation same, but points out at the end in 
his usual manner that the distinction between the individual soul 
and Brahman is no more real than that between the ether within a 
pot and the universal ether and so on.! 


Adhikarana 2: The section entitled ‘The plenty’. 
(Sütras 8-9) 
SÜTRA 8 


“THE PLENTY (IS THE LORD), BECAUSE OF THE TEACHING (OF IT) 
AS ABOVE SERENITY (VIZ. THE VITAL-BREATH)."' 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The Plenty, taught by the highest teacher, the venerable Sanat- 
kumara, to our preceptor, the reverend Narada, in the passage: 
‘But the’ Plenty alone should be enquired after’ (Chand. 7.22.1 2), 
is not the vital-breath, but the Highest Person. Why? ‘“ Because 
of the teaching ” of the Plenty as “above ” the vital-breath. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now, the reverend author of the aphorisms is showing that the 
text: ‘But the Plenty alone should be enquired after’ (Chand. 7.22.1) 
and so on, refers to Brahman. 


1 S.B. 1.3.7, p. 31. 2 §, R, Bh, SK, B. 
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The following is recorded by the Chandogas: ‘ ‘‘It has been heard 
by me from men like you that one who knows the soul crosses over 
sorrow. I am such a sorrowing one, reverend sir! Cause me, sir, 
to cross over the sorrow’’’ (Chand. 7.1.3), thus asked by Narada, 
his preceptor, the reverend Sanatkumira, the teacher of the doctrine 
of salvation, taught: ‘The name is Brahman’ (Chand. 7.1.5). Again, 
asked thus: ‘‘‘Is there, sir, more than name"'?' (Chand. 7.1.5), 
he taught: ‘“‘Speech, verily, is more than name’’’ (Chand. 7.2.1). 
In this way, fifteen objects, beginning with name and ending with 
the vital-breath, were taught.1 After having taught the vital-breath, 
he, without being asked any further question, taught the following: 
‘“ But he, verily, speaks superiorly who speaks superiorly through 
truth”? (Chand. 7.16.1), ‘‘‘But the Plenty alone should be enquired 
after". “TI enquire, sir, after the Plenty." ‘‘ Where one does not seo 
another, does not hear another, does not know another, that is the 
Plenty. But where one sees another, hears another, knows another, 
that is the small’’’ (Chand. 7.23.1-24.1). Here the term ‘plenty’ 
(bhüman) denotes ‘muchness’. It is derived in the following manner: 
The suffix ‘imanic’ is added to the word ‘bahu’ (much) in tho sense of 
‘tho nature thereof'?, in accordance with the rule: ‘The (suffix) 
“imanic”’ is optionally added to the words ** prthu " and the rest’ (Pan. 
5.1.122; SD. K. 1784 3) (in order to indicate the sense 'the nature 
thereof’.—Pan. 5.1.119; SD. K. 1781). Then the root (viz. bahu) 
and the suffix (viz. imanic) undergo a change in accordance with the 
rule: ‘After “bahu”, the first letters of ‘‘iman’’ and **iyas"' affixes 
are elided, and ** bahu ” is replaced by the word “ bhii’’’ (Pan. 6.4.154, 
158; SD. K. 20174). Here ‘muchness’ means ‘immensity’ (i.e. 
quantitative greatness), and not numerosity (i.e. numerical greatnoss), 
because just as the term ‘bahu’ denotes number, as in the examples: 
*In expressing numerosity the plural case affix is used' (Pàn. 1.4.21; 
SD. K. 187 5), ‘Many, purified by the penance of knowledge’ (Gita. 
4.10), ‘After many births’ (Gità. 7.19) and so on, so it is seen to be 
applied in the sense of ‘immensity’ also, in contrast to smallness, as 
in the example: ' He who renders service, be it great or small, to one 
who has heard Scripture’. Here, too, the term ‘plenty’ being used 


1 Vide Chand. 7.1 et seq. 2 Tasya bhavah. 
3 P. 894, vol. 1. Correct quotation translated: ' Prthvadibhya imanic va’. 

4 P. 908, vol. 1. That is, bahu--Zmanic = bhi-+man = bhüman. 

5 P. 114, vol. 1. l . 
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in contrast to smallness in the passage: "There is no pleasure in the 
small’ (Chand. 7.23.1), its meaning is nothing but ‘immensity’. 
Thus, there is no pleasure in the small, but the Plenty alone is pleasure. 
Hence: ‘The Plenty alone is to be enquired into’ (Chand. 7.23.1). 
That is, the Plenty, or the Supreme Soul alone, who is of the form of 
pleasure characterized by unsurpassed greatness, should be enquired 
after by one desiring salvation and wishing to attain, pleasure charac- 
terized by unsurpassed greatness. When the reverend Sanatkumara 
said this, the reverend Narada said: ‘“I enquire, sir, after the Plenty’’’ 
(Chand. 7.23.1). That is, ‘Sir’, meaning, O reverend teacher! I 
desire to know the Plenty alone in particular. Therefore, Sanat- 
kumara told him the characteristic marks of the Plenty by means of 
a positive (indicating what it is) and a negative (indicating what it is 
not) proposition, thus ‘where’ (Chand. 7.24.1) and so on,—this is 
the sense of the text. 

Here, a doubt arises, viz. whether the Plenty is the vital-breath 
or the Supreme Soul. The vital-breath, holds the prima facie view, 
because in the previous passage: ‘The vital-breath is more than hope’ 
(Chand. 7.15.1), the vital-breath alone is indicated, and because after 
the teaching about the vital-breath, there are no further question 
and answer (as there were in the previous cases), viz: '''Is there, sir, 
more than name” ?' (Chand. 7.1.5), ‘ “Speech, verily, is more than 
name" (Chand. 7.2.1). By the term ‘vital-breath’, the individual 
soul, endowed with the vital-breath, is to be understood, and not 
merely a kind of air,—because, from the passage: ‘The vital-breath is 
the father, the vital-breath the mother’ (Chand. 7.15.1), the vital- 
breath is known to be a sentient being; and because in the introductory 
text, viz: ‘One who knows the soul crosses over sorrow’ (Chand. 
7.1.3), as well as in the concluding text: "To the soul alone belongs 
all this’ * (Chànd. 7.25.2), the term ‘soul’ is found employed. The 
passage: ‘Where one does not see another’ (Chand. 7.24.1) and so 
on, too, fittingly applies to the individual soul, because all its activities 
like seeing and the rest cease during its state of deep sleep; and further, 
because all its practical activities like external perceptions and the 
rest cease when its own real nature, different from the body, the sense- 
organs, buddhi &nd the rest, is known. Hereby, it should be known 
that texts like: 'Verily, the Plenty is pleasure' (Chànd. 7.23.1), 


1 Correct quotation: ‘Atmaivedam sarvam'. Vide Chand. 7.25.2; p. 402. 
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‘Verily, the vital-breath is immortal’ (Brh. 1.6.3) and so on, are all 
to be explained as referring to the individual soul, possessing the 
vital-breath. 

With regard to it, we reply: The Plenty is the Supreme Soul alone 
and not the individual soul, possessing the vital-breath. Why? 
* Because of the teaching (of it) as above serenity.” “Serenity " 
means one in whom there is complete serenity, i.e. the individual 
soul, celebrated in the Scriptural text: ‘This serenity, having arisen, 
from this body, having attained the form of highest light, is completed 
in its own form’ (Chand. 8.3.4) and so on. (The above phrase 
means: because of the teaching of it as) '' above " that which is denoted 
by the term: '' vital-breath ". In the text: ‘But he speaks superiorly 
who speaks through truth’ (Chand. 7.26.1) from the term ‘but’, 
the difference between the subsequent teaching about the Plenty 
and the prior one about the vital-breath is known. The sense is that 
since the teaching about the Plenty is different from the teaching 
about the vital-breath, the meaning of the word “ plenty " is different 
from the meaning of the term *' vital-breath ”’. 

(An alternative explanation of the sütra.) Or, else, (the phrase 
means:) because of the teaching of the worshipper of truth as higher 
than the worshipper of the vital-breath, in the passage: 'But he, 
verily, speaks superiorly’ (Chand. 7.16.1); i.e. owing to a difference 
between the worshippers, there is a difference between the objects 
to be worshipped as well. 'The senso is this: If it be objected: In 
accordance with your statement, viz. that the Plenty is that alone, 
which is denoted by the term truth, demarcated as higher than the 
individual soul,—just as each of the fifteen objects, beginning with 
name and ending with speech, is taught as successively higher by the 
reverend Sanatkumara, asked by the reverend Nàrada,—how do you 
know that truth is taught as something higher,—(we reply:) Having 
stated that a knower of the vital-breath is a superior speaker in the 
passage: 'Verily, by seeing this, by thinking this, by knowing this, 
one becomes a superior speaker’ (Chand. 7.15.4), and having distin- 
guished the worshipper of truth from the worshipper of the vital- 
breath by the term ‘but’ in the passage: ‘But he, verily, speaks 
superiorly, who speaks superiorly through truth’ (Chand. 7.16.1), 
Scripture teaches truth, the cause of being a superior speaker in this 
case (Chand. 7.16.1), as higher than the vital-breath, the cause of 
being a superior speaker in the previous case (Chand. 7.15.4). 


[s0. 1. 3. 8. 
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The instrumental case ‘through truth’ (satyena) follows the rule: 
‘The third case-ending is added to a word denoting a mark or an 
attribute which indicates the existence of a particular state or condi- 
tion’ (Pan. 2.3.21; SD. K. 566!) The clause ‘who speaks’, etc. 
means: who speaks superiorly through truth which figuratively 
implies the Supreme Brahman, the object to be worshipped. The word 
‘truth’ is well known to be denoting Brahman, as in the passages: 
‘Verily, the name of this Brahman is truth’ (Chand. 8.3.4), ‘Brahman 
is truth, knowledge and infinite’ (Tait. 2.1) and so on. ‘Being a 
superior speaker’ means being the speaker of the supremacy of one’s 
own object of worship, and this amounts to declaring the unsurpassed- 
ness of the Deity to be worshipped. The suffix ‘satr’ in “by seeing 
this’ and the rest follows the rule: ‘The present participle is used to 
denote the manner or the cause of an action’ (Pan. 3.2.126; SD. K. 
3103 2). That is, the direct vision of the Deity to be worshipped is 
the cause of being & superior speaker. The sense is that it becomes 
possible for one to be such a superior speaker only through the grace 
of the Deity worshipped by him, and apprehended through direct 
vision. Moreover, the very permission to speak the truth, giving 
up being a superior speaker through merely the vital-breath, asked 
for in the passage: '''May I, sir, speak superiorly through truth’’’ 
(Chànd. 7.16.1), indicates the termination of the section of tho vital- 
breath. Here, the term ‘soul’, too, can have a consistent meaning 
only if the Supreme Soul be understood, since to be the cause of all, 
mentioned in the passage: ‘To the self alone all this belongs’ (Chand. 
7.26.1 3), is impossible on the part of any one else. His Holiness 
will speak of this in subsequent aphorisms.* 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


He gives two alternative explanations of the siitra the last of 
which agrees with the explanation given by Nimbarka. The first 
explanation is: ‘The Plenty (is Brahman), because it is immense joy, 
and because it is taught as the highest'.5 
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1 P, 423, vol. 2. 2 P. 558, vol. 2. 
3 For correct quotation see footnote 1, p. 152. 
4 Vide Br. Su. 2.1.4—36. 5 G.B. 1.3.8. 
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SÜTRA 9 


** AND ON ACCOUNT OF THE APPROPRIATENESS OF THE ATTRIBUTES." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“ And ” because attributes like ‘being of the form of unsurpassed 
pleasure’, ‘being immortal’, ‘being established on one’s own great- 
ness’ and the rest are ' appropriate " on the part of the Highest Self 
alone, the Plenty is none but the Highest Self. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The attributes, mentioned in the section of the Plenty, which 
are not possible on the part of any one else, being “ appropriate ” 
in reference to the Highest Self alone, it is known that the Plenty 
is the Highest Self. Thus, the passage: “Where one does not see 
another’ (Chand. 7.24.1), means: ‘where’ one, immersed in pleasure 
characterized by unsurpassed greatness, ‘does not see’, i.e. notice, 
‘another’, i.e. petty worldly pleasure, the contrary of the pleasure 
which is characterized by greatness,—just as one who has drunk the 
nectar, does not notice any other drink. Moreover, ‘where’ one, 
plunged in pleasure, ' does not see’ any sorrow, the contrary of pleasure, 
ie. comes to be endowed with every pleasure and delivered from 
every sorrow. ‘The term ‘where’ means ‘by being attached to whom’. 
Such attributes of “being the giver of unsurpassed pleasure’, “being 
the remover of all sorrow’ and the rest are appropriate on the part 
of the Highest Self alone, and not on that of the individual soul, 
denoted by the term ‘vital-breath’. Further, as the attributes of 
‘being immortal by nature’, ‘being established on one’s own great- 
ness’, ‘being the creator of all’ and the rest,—mentioned in the pas- 
sages: ‘‘* That which is the Plenty is, verily, the immortal'— Sir, On 
what is it established?’ ‘On its own greatness’’’ (Chand. 7.24.1), 
‘“He alone is below" (Chand. 7.25.1), ‘From the soul the vital- 
breath’ (Chànd. 7.26.1) and so on,—are appropriate on the part of 
the Highest Self alone, so it is established that the Plenty is none but 
the Highest Self. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘The Plenty’ (2). 
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Adhikarana 3: The section entitled ‘The im- 
perishable’. (Sütras 10-12) 


SUTRA 10 


“THE IMPERISHABLE (IS BRAHMAN), BECAUSE OF SUPPORTING 
THE END OF THE ETHER." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The Imperishable is Brahman. Why? “ Because of its support- 
ing " the ether, indicated as the support of the effects in past, present 


and future. 
Vedànta-kaustubha 


Now, the reverend author of the aphorisms is showing that the 
Brhadiranyaka passage: ‘He said: “That, verily, is the Imperishable’’’ 
(Brh. 3.8.8) and so on, refers to Brahman. 

In the Brhadiranyaka we read: ‘“‘In whom is the ether woven, 
warp and woof?” He said: “That, verily, O Gargi, the Bráhmanas 
call the Imperishable, non-gross, non-atomic, non-short, non-long, 
non-red, non-lubricous, without shadow”? (Brh. 3.8.8) and so on. 
A doubt arises, viz. whether here pradhàna is understood by the term 
‘Imperishable’, or the individual soul, or the Supreme Brahman. 
What is suggested, to begin with? The prima facie view is as follows: 
Let pradhina be denoted by the term 'Imperishable' because, to be 
the supporter of its own effects fits in on its part; and because non- 
grossness and the rest, too, fit in on its part, it being admitted to be 
without form. Or, let the individual soul be implied by the term 
"Imperishable', since it is possible for it to be the supporter of all 
non-sentient objects, the objects of its own enjoyment. 

With regard to it, we reply: The Imperishable is the Supreme 
Brahman. Why? “On account of supporting (all things) ending 
with the ether ”, i.e. on account of supporting that which ends with the 
ether, viz. the group of effects beginning with the earth, or the group 
of effects, beginning with the earth and ending with the ether. To the 
query: ‘‘‘That, O Yajfiavalkya, which is above the heaven, that which 
is beneath the earth, that which is between these heaven and the earth, 
that which is past, present and future !, in whom is all that woven, 


1 Omits *Gcaksata', vide Brh. 3.8.6, p. 108. 
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warp and woof?’’’ (Brh. 3.8.6), the answer being given: '''In the 
ether alone all that is inter-woven, warp and woof”’ (Brh. 3.8.7), 
Gargi asked again: ' In whom, verily, is the ether interwoven, warp 
and woof''?' (Brh. 3.8.7). Then, the answer given was that the 
support of (all things), beginning with the earth and ending with the 
ether, is the Imperishable, iri the passage: ‘He said: “That, verily, is 
the Imperishable"' (Brh. 3.8.8) and so on. Thus, on account of 
supporting the group of effects, beginning with the earth and ending 
with the ether, known from the above question and answer, the 
Imperishable is none but Brahman. 
Or else, (an alternative explanation of the sütra;) '" The end ”, 
i.e. the limit or the cause, of the '' ether ", meaning the atmospheric 
ether!, is the non-manifest pradh&na,—'* on account of supporting 
it". That is, the Imperishable,—mentioned as the support of that 
which is indicated as the support of all objects in past, present and 
future, in the passage beginning : “That which is above’ (Brh. 3.7.7); 
which is denoted by the term 'ether'; and which has the names 'non- 
manifest’, ‘subtle’, ‘pradhina’ and the rest,—is not pradhàna, but 
Brahman alone.? 
COMPARISON 


Samkara and Bhaskara 


Interpretation of the term ‘ambaranta’ different, viz. ‘(all 
things) ending with the ether' 3. Samkara uses the term ‘Brahman’ 
here 4, although evidently from his point of view Brahman cannot 
be such a support, but Iévara. 


1 I.e. the ether, in the ordinary sense, as distinguished from the ether which 
denotes pradhana. 

2 Note that the first explanation given by Srinivdsa tallies with the expla- 
nations of Samkara and Bháskára, the second with those of Hümünuja and 
Nimbdrka and others. 

3 §.B. 1.3.10, p. 318. Bh. B. 1.3.10, p. 55. See Srinivdsa above. 

4 P. 319, ‘Na ca ayam ambaránta-dhrtih Brahmano'nyatra sambhavati', etc. 
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SUTRA 11 


" AND THIS (SUPPORTING) (BELONGS TO THE LORD), ON ACCOUNT 
OF COMMAND." 
Vedànta-pàrijata-saurabha 
“And this" supporting belongs to the Highest Person alone. 
Why? Because (the Imperishable, the supporter) is mentioned by 
Scripture to be a commander, in the passage: ‘Verily, at the command 
of this Imperishable, Gargi, the sun and the moon stand held apart’ 


(Brh. 3.8.9 1). 
Vedanta-kaustubha 

To the objection, viz.: Very well, let pradhàna be not denoted by 
the term ‘Imperishable’. But, as, to be such a support fits in on the 
part of the individual soul, the enjoyer of material objécts; as, possess- 
ing the attributes of non-grossness and the rest too fits in on its part; 
and, as, finally, if the individual soul be understood, then an etymo- 
logical meaning (of the term ‘Imperishable’) is possible, viz.: ‘The 
Imperishable is that which does not perish, i.e. the individual soul,— 
let the individual soul alone be implied by the term 'Imperishable',— 
the author replies here:— 

The supporting of the body and tho rest alone,—the abode where 
the individual soul experiences the fruits of its own works,—is 
possible by the individual soul. '' And this " supporting is the work 
of the Highest Self alone, and not of any one else. Why? “On 
account of command", i.e. because of the mention of command 
in the passage: ‘Verily, at the command of this Imperishable, Gargi, 
the sun and the moon stand held apart’ (Brh. 3.8.9) and so on. 
‘Prakrsta’, i.e. unrestricted, ‘Sisana’ is ‘praéisana’, i.e. unrestricted 
commanding .2 


SUTRA 12 


* AND ON ACCOUNT OF THE EXOLUSION OF ANOTHER NATURE." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Here, by the term ‘Imperishable’ neither pradhana or the indivi- 
dual soul can be understood. The Supreme Being alone is the meaning 


os: — EE € —— — HÓátlü 


1 §, R, Bh, 8K, B. 
2 This explains the word ‘praédsandt’ in the sūtra. 
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of the term 'Imperishable'. Why? ‘‘On account of the exclusion 
of another nature ", in the passage: ‘Verily, that Imperishable, Gargi, 
is the unseen seer, the unheard hearer, the unthought thinker, the 
unknown knower’ (Brh. 3.8.11 !). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


For this reason, too, the Highest Self alone is denoted by the 
term ' Imperishable'. Why? ‘On account of the exclusion of other 
nature ", i.e. the “nature” “of another", viz. of pradhàna or the 
individual soul; or the “‘ nature " “ of another two" (make) ‘‘ another 
nature ",? “ on account of the exclusion " of that.3 The concluding 
passage, viz. ‘“ Verily, that Imperishable, Gargi, is the unseen seer, 
the unheard hearer, the unthought thinker, the unknown knower. 
None but it is a seer, . . .4, none but it is a thinker, none but 
itis a knower. Verily in this Imperishable, Gargi, the ether is inter- 
woven, warp and woof’’’ (Brh. 3.8.11), excludes a nature other than 
Brahman. Thus, pradhàna is excluded on the ground of the attributes 
of a sentient boing, viz. being a seer and the rest; and the individual 
soul is excluded on the ground of the teaching that the Being who 
is unseen by all is the seer of all, and so on. Hence, it is established 
that by the term 'Imperishable' the Highest Self alono is understood. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘The imperishable’ (3). 


Adhikarana 4: The section entitled ‘One secs’. 
(Sūtra 13) 
SÜTRA 13 


“ ON ACCOUNT OF THE DESIGNATION (or His qQuALITIES) HE 
IS THE OBJECT WHICH ONE SEES." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The object which one sees, mentioned in the passago: ‘He secs 
the Person, lying in the city’ (Pra$na 5.55), is not Brahma, residing 


1 §, B, Bh, SK, B. 2 Anya-bháva. 

3 This explains the compound 'anya-bhàva-vyàvrtteh'. 

* Omitted portion: * None else other than it is a hearer'. Vide Drh. 3.8.11, 
p. 171. 

5 S, R, Bh, SK, B. 
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in the Brahma-world and included within the Brahmanda.1 But 
the Highest Self alone, the topic of discussion, the Lord of His own 
special and non-material Brahma-world, is “the object which one 
sees". Why? ‘On account of the designation " of His qualities in 
the passage: ‘That which is tranquil, ageless, fearless’ (Prasna 5.7 2) 
and so on. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Thus, it has been said that prakrti and the individual soul are 
not understood by the word ‘Imperishable’ which denotes Brahman. 
Now it is being pointed out,—by means of this aphorism, as well as 
by the text dealing with that topic,—that prakrti (or the material 
sphere) is rejectible, while the world of the Highest Self is acceptable ; 
and that the individual soul is the worshipper, one who is approaching 
(a goal), while the Highest Self is the object to be worshipped and the 
goal to be resorted to. 

We find the following text in the Prasna-upanisad of the Athar- 
vanas, introducing the topic of discussion thus: 'Verily, that, O 
Satyakàma, which is the syllable “ om ", is the higher and the lower 
Brahman. Hence a knower, through this very support, reaches one 
of these two’ (Praána 5.2), and continuing: “ Again, he who meditates 
on the Highest Person with this very syllable ‘om’ of three elements 
comes to the light in the sun. As a snake is freed from its skin, so, 
verily, he is freed from sins. He is led by the Saman verse to the 
world of Brahman., He sees the Person, lying in the city, and higher 
than the highest mass of souls" (Prasna 5.5). Here a doubt arises, 
viz. whether “‘the object which one sees ",—i.e. the Reality which 
one sees, in accordance with the declaration, viz. that through the 
meditation on Him, the worshipper of the three elements, freed from 
all sins, having come to the sun, and having been led by the Sànan 
verses to the world of Brahman, sees that very Person, lying in the 
City,—is the four-faced Brahma, the presiding deity of all souls, and 
indicated before as the ‘lower Brahman’; or whether the object which 
one sees is the Highest Person, denoted by the term ‘Supreme Brah- 
man’, the cause of the whole world and the topic of Scripture. The 
prima facie view is as follows: Let the four-faced Brahma be the 


1 m the nature and constituent of a Bra mánda, vide V.R.M., pp. 32 et seq. 
2 R, SK, B. . 
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object which one sees. As! it has been stated before that the wor- 
shipper of the pranava ( = om) of one element and the worshipper 
of the pranava of two elements respectively attain the world of man 
and the world of the ether as fruits, so the world of Hiranyagarbha,— 
who represents the individual souls in their collective aspect,—higher 
than the ether, should be understood as designated as the fruit belong- 
ing to the worshipper (of the pranava) of three elements. The object 
of the perception of a person, who has come to that world, is he (the 
four-faced) alone, the ruler of that world. It is quite appropriate to 
hold that the person, residing in that world and representing the 
individual souls in their collective aspect, is superior to those discrete 
souls which are embodied beings, yet are superior to the body, the 
sense-organs, etc. Hence the object which one sees is the four-faced 
Brahma. 

On this suggestion, we reply: The Highest Self alone, the topic 
of discussion and the cause of the world, is the object which one sees. 
Why? “On account of designation’’, i.e. on account of the designation 
of the qualities of the Highest Self, such as, ‘being the object to be 
attained by the wise’, ‘being tranquil’, ‘being ageless’, ‘being immor- 
tal’, ‘being fearless’ and the rest, mentioned in the passage: ‘Through 
this very syllable ‘“‘om ” as the support, a knower reaches that which 
is tranquil, ageless, immortal, fearless, the supreme, the supreme 
goal’ 2 (Praána 5.7). ‘A mass of souls’ implies one who has connec- 
tion with the body and the rest, generated by karmas; and that (viz. 
connection with the body, etc.) is declared by Scripture to be pertaining 
to the four-faced Brahma too, in the passage: ‘He who first creates 
Brahma’ (Svet. 6.18). Nor is the world of the four-faced Brahma 
higher than the ether, it being included among the heaven and the 
rest. The world, mentioned in the passage: ‘He sees the Person, 
lying within the city’ (Prasna 5.5), is not the world of Brahma,— 
otherwise called the ‘world of truth’ and an abode for the enjoyment 
of the fruits of works, but is the world of Brahman,—who is the topic 
of discussion and the object which one sees,—to be approached by 
the freed, it being indicated as the sleeping-place of the Person, higher 
than even the ‘mass of souls’ which itself is higher than all worlds. 


1 Here the éatr-suffix implies reason, in accordance with Pan. 3.2.126, 
SD. K. 3103. 
2 ‘ Paráyanam' not included under the origina] text. 
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This very world of the Supreme Brahman is declared as the object 
to be attained by the wise by another Upanisad of the same Athar- 
vanas, beginning: ‘‘“‘The place which all the Vedas record, that which 
all the austerities declare, wishing what people practise chastity, that 
place I tell you in brief”’ (Katha 2.15), and continuing: ‘That is the 
best support, that is the supreme support. By knowing that support, 
one rejoices in the world of Brahman’ (Katha 2.17). That very 
Upanigad declares the unattainableness of this (world of Brahman) 
by the non-knower, and its attainableness by the knower; as well as 
its difference from mundane existence in the passages: ‘But he who 
has not understanding, who is inattentive, and ever impure, does not 
reach that place, and goes to transmigratory existence. But he who 
has understanding, who is attentive and ever pure, reaches that 
place, whence he is not born again. A man, however, who has under- 
standing as his charioteer, the mind as the rein, reaches the end of the 
journey, that highest place of Visnu’ (Katha 3.7-9). In the Santi- 
parva, it is said in the beginning of the Harita-gita: “Yudhisthira said: 
* A man of what nature, of what conduct, of what knowledge, 
of what resort, attains the place of Brahman, that is higher than 
prekrti and eternal?" Bhisma said: ''He who is engaged in the 
religious duties in connection with salvation, who is abstemious, who 
has conquered the senses, attains the supreme place that is higher 
than prakrti and eternal"' (Maha. 12.9968-9969).1 From such 
question and answer by the wisest men, the superiority of the world 
of Brahman—the object of enquiry—to prakrti, its attainableness 
only through the religious duties in connection with salvation, and its 
eternity, are established. Hence, it is established that the object 
which one sees is Brahman, lying in the city, and higher than prakrti, 
in its effected and in its causal conditions. 


Here ends the section entitled “One sees’ (4). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


Interpretation different, viz. according to him, the question is 
whether the higher or the lower Brahman is meant here, and not 


1 P. 716, lines 22-23, vol. 3. 
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whether Brahman or Brahmà, the four-faced. The conclusion, of 
course, is that the higher Brahman is meant.! 


Adhikarana 5: The section entitled ‘The small’. 
(Sütras 14-23) 
SUTRA 14 


“THE SMALL (ETHER) IS BRAHMAN, ON ACCOUNT OF WHAT 


FOLLOWS.” 
Vedānta-pārijāta-saurabha 


The ‘‘small” ether, mentioned in the passage: ‘In this city of 
Brahman is a small lotus, a chamber; small is the ether within it’ 
(Chand. 8.1.1 2), can be the Highest Self alone. Why? ‘On account 
of what follows", i. on account of the peculiar qualities of the 
Highest Self, which are designated subsequently in the passage: ‘As 
large is this ether, so large is that ether within the space. In it both 
the heaven and the earth are contained. This soul is free from sins, 
ageless’ (Chand. 8.1.3 3) and so on. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Thus, on the ground of the text: ‘He sees the Person lying in the 
city’ (Prasna 5.5), ‘lying within the city’, as well as “being the object 
which one sees’, fit in on the part of the Highest Self as possessing 
a manifest auspicious form. In the very same manner, smallness, too, 
fits in on His part as residing in the abode, viz. the heart-lotus. With 
this in his mind, the reverend author of the aphorisms says now: 

We find the following text in the Chandogya immediately after 
the doctrine of the Plenty 4: ‘Now what is within this city of Brahman 
is a small-lotus, a chamber; small is the ether within it. What is 
within that should be searched for; that, verily, should be enquired 
into’ (Chand. 8.1.1). The meaning of the text, according to us, 
is as follows: ‘what is’ within ‘this city of Brahman’,—i.e. within the 
body which is the abode where the individual soul, a part of Brahman, 
enjoys the fruit of its karmas and which is the place where it realizes 


1 S.B, 1.3.13, p. 321: ‘Kim asmin vákye param Brahma abhidhydtavyam 


upadiáyata ahasvit aparam iti’. 
2 §, R, Bh, SK, B. 3 Op. cit. 4 V.K., 1.3.8. 
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Brahman,—is a “ small ", i.e. a tiny ‘lotus’, viz. the heart, well-known 
from Scripture; that very thing is a chamber as it were. In that same 
chamber, there is a ‘“‘small’’, i.e. a tiny, or one who has manifested 
himself in a subtle form in accordance with the wish of his own devotees 
who are devoted to none else, ‘ether’, i.e. one who is pervasive by 
nature. In that heart-lotus, the small Brahman who is denoted by 
the term ‘ether’ ‘should be searched for’, i.e. should be discriminated 
as different from the enquirer, as well as from the body; and ‘should 
be enquired into’, i.e. should be meditated on repeatedly through 
the ‘hearing’ of the Vedanta. 

Here a doubt arises, viz. whether by the term ‘small ether’ the 
elemental ether is to be understood, or the Highest Self. If it be 
suggested: The elemental ether, because the term ‘ether’ is well- 
known to denote the elemental ether, and because the term ‘small’ 
too, as implying a subtle object, may be applied to it. It cannot be 
said that in the text: ‘As large is this ether, so large is the ether within 
the heart’ (Chand. 8.1.3), one and the same thing (viz. the ether) 
cannot reasonably be both the object compared and the object (upa- 
meya and upamàna) with which it is,—because it can appropriately 
be so on the ground of the distinction of the external and the internal.1 
Or, let the embodied soul, like the point of a spoke only, be the small 
ether, because it, too, is known from the passage: 'Now this serenity 
(ie. serene being) having arisen from this body' (Chànd. 8.3.4). 
Being atomic by nature, it can be fittingly termed ‘small’; and, being 
undefiled by the body, the sense-organs and the rest, it can be fittingly 
compared to the ether *— 

We reply: “ The small", i.e. the small ether, is none but the 
Highest Self. Why? ‘On account of what follows ”, i.e. on account 
of the reasons contained in the concluding text, i.e. on account of the 
peculiar qualities of the Highest Self, viz. ‘being comparable to the 
ether’, ‘being the support of all worlds, beginning with the earth’, 
‘being the soul’, ‘being free from sins'—and the rest. Thus, in the 
passage: “As large is this ether, so large is that ether within the 


1 That is, as the external ether it is the upamédna, as the internal ether the 
upameya. Hence no contradiction is involved. 

2 That is, as the ether remains aloof from the impurities of the world, 
though connected with it, so the soul remains aloof from the impurities of the 
body and the rest, though connected with them. Hence the latter may be 
compared with the former. 
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heart’ (Chand. 8.1.3) the small ether, i.e. the Supreme Being alone, 
is compared to the well-known ether, since when two different things 
can be reasonably held to be the object with which the thing is com- 
pared and the object compared, it is unreasonable to suppose one and 
the same thing to be both (viz. upamàna and upameya). ‘Being the 
supporter of all effects’ too; mentioned in the passage: ‘In it both 
the heaven and the earth are contained’ (Chand. 8.1.3), fits in on 
the part of the Highest Self alone. The attributes like ‘being the 
soul’, “being free from sins’ and the rest, mentioned is the passage: 
‘This soul is free from sins, ageless, deathless, sorrowless, without 
hunger, without thirst, possessed of true desires, possessed of true 
resolves’ (Chand. 8.1.5), fit in only if the Highest Self be understood. 
Moreover, after having designated the non-permanency of tho fruits of 
works and their incapacity of knowing Him in the passage: ‘As here 
the world won by work perishes, so hereafter the world won by merit 
perishes’ (Chànd. 8.1.6), Scripture concludes: ‘Now, those who 
depart, having known the soul here and those true desires, come to 
have free movement in all the worlds’ (Chand. 8.1.6). That is, those 
worshippers who ‘depart’ to the other world, ‘having known’, i.e. 
having realized ‘the soul’, i.e. the Supreme Lord callod ‘the small’, 
and ‘those’, i.e. His qualities, come to have free movement in all the 
worlds. Accordingly, the small ether is the Highest Self, since then 
alone free movement is explicable on the part of those who know the 
nature and qualities of the ‘small one’. 


SOTRA 15 | 


* ON ACCOUNT OF GOING AND OF WORD, FOR THUS IT iS SEEN, 
THERE IS A MARK AS WELL." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The “going ” is mentioned in the text: ‘All beings are going day 
by day’, (Chand. 8.3.21), and the “ word " is ‘The world of Brahman’ 
(Chand. 8.3.2 2),—on account of these two, the ‘small one’ is ascer- 
tained to be the Supreme Being. The daily going is “seen thus’’ 
in another scriptural text too, viz.: ‘‘‘Then, my dear, he comes to be 


1 §, R, Bh, SK, B. ^ 7 2 Op. cit. 
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united with the Existent”’’ (Chand. 6.8.11). If the katmadhiraya 
compound be understood,? then Brahman alone is ‘the mark’, i.e. 
the primary meaning of the word (‘Brahma-loka’) ** as well ”. 


Vedànta-kaustubha 


For this reason too, says the author, the small ether is the Highest 
Self. 

The subsequent reasons are being amplified now. In the text 
about the small-ether, viz.: ‘Just as those who do not know the place 
move again and again over a hidden treasure of gold, but do not find 
it, so these beings are going day by day to that world of Brahman 
but do not find it, for they are carried away by untruth' (Chànd. 
8.3.2), the phrase: ‘are going day by day’ states the ''going''; and the 
* word " is: 'this world of Brahman', (Brahma-loka)—on account of 
these two, it is known that the small ether is the Highest Self. Tho 
sense is that because of the going of the individual souls, indicated 
by the term 'beings', to Brahman daily during deep sleep when all 
the sense-organs are dissolved; and because of the word ' world of 
Brahman’, the small ether is ascertained to be none but the Highest 
Self, as the individual soul is one who approaches (and hence cannot be 
the goal approached), and as going is not appropriate on the part of the 
elemental ether. ‘‘For thus it is seen ’’, i.e. the going of all beings to 
the Highest Self alone day by day during the state of deep sleep, as 
well as their return therefrom, are found, in the very same manner, in 
other passages too, viz.: ‘“‘So exactly, my dear, all these beings, being 
united with the Existent, do not know; we have become united with 
the Existent’’’ (Chand. 6.9.2), ‘““Having come back from the Exis- 
tent, they do not know: We have come back from the Existent”’’ 
(Chànd. 6.10.1). In the very same manner, the term ' world of Brah- 
man', too, is found applied to the Highest Self, as in the passage: 
‘This is the world of Brahman, O king," ssid he’ (Brh. 4.3.32). 
The phrase ‘that’ (Chand. 8.3.2) indicates the going of all beings 
there (viz. to Brahman). That is, the term ‘world of Brahma’ 
(Brahma-loka),—stated to be in apposition with the word ‘that’ 
which denotes the ‘small one’, and explained as a karmadhiraya 
compound thus: ‘the world which is Brahman’,—is “a mark ”, i.e. 
a convincing proof, that the small ether is the Highest Brahman. 


1 Op. cit. 2 See below V.K. 
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SUTRA 16 


* AND ON ACCOUNT OF SUPPORTING (THE LORD 1S THE SMALL 
ETHER), BECAUSE THIS GREATNESS IS OBSERVED IN HIM (FROM 
ANOTHER SCRIPTURAL PASSAGE)." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The holding apart, mentioned in the passage: ‘He is the bridge, 
a limitary support of these worlds’ (Chand. 8.4.11), fits in if the small 
ether be the Highest Self, because “this greatness is observed ” “in 
him ”, i.e. in the Highest Self alone who is called ‘a support’ 2 on the 
authority of another scriptural passage, viz : ‘At the command of this 
Imperishable, Gàrgi, the sun and the moon stand, held apart’ (Brh. 
3.8.9 3). 

Vedànta-kaustubha 


On account of the following reason, viz. : “ On account of support- 
ing ", by the word ‘small ether’, the Highost Self alone is to be under- 
stood here. Compare: ‘Now, he who is the soul is the bridge, a 
limitary support for keeping these worlds apart’ (Chand. 8.4.1). 
The sense is: (The soul is) ‘a bridge',—or, the cause of the non-inter- 
mixture,—and a 'limitary support’,—or that which separates,— for 
keeping apart'—i.e. for preventing the intermixture or splitting 
asunder ‘of these worlds’, or of the worlds separated from one another 
as relating to the soul (ie. internal), and as relating to the gods 
(i.e. external). The sense is that as “ this greatness", viz. supporting, 
“is observed'' in the Highest Self in another scriptural passage, so 
here, too, the small ether, the limitary support of all the worlds, is 
known to be the Highest Self. The other scriptural passage is to the 
effect : ‘ At the command of this Imperishable, Gargi, the sun and the 
moon stand held apart' (Brh. 3.8.9). Similarly, there is a passage: 
* He is the Lord of all, he is the Lord of the worlds, he is the bridge, 
the limitary support for keeping these worlds apart’ (Brh. 4.4.22 4). 


—— 
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1 Ś, R, Bh, SK, B. 

2 C.S.S. ed. and different, p. 14, viz.: ‘Asya ca mahimno dhrtyà- 
khyasya " 
3 Ś, R, Bh. 

4 Correct quotation: ‘Ega sarvedvara ega bhütüdhipatir esa bhiüta-pálah esa 
setup . . .'. Vide Brh. 4.4.22, p. 246, 
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COMPARISON 
Ràmáànuja, Srikantha and Baladeva 


This is sūtra 15 in the commentaries of Raimanuja and Srikantha. 
Resulting meaning same, although the meaning of words different, 
viz.: ‘asya’ means ‘of the Lord’ and ‘asmin’? means in the small 
ether. Hence the sütra: ‘Because supporting, which is a greatness 
of him (viz. the Lord), is observed in it (viz. in the small ether) '.! 


SÜTRA 17 


** AND BECAUSE IT IS WELL-KNOWN." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


And because the word 'ether' is well-known to be denoting the 
Highest Self as well,—as in the passages: ‘The ether, verily, is the 
revealer. of name and form’ (Chànd. 8.14.12), ‘All these beings, 
forsooth, arise from the ether alone’ (Chand. 1.9.1 3),—the small ether 
is none but the Highest Self. 

Vedanta-kaustubha 


Again, the small ether should be understood to be none but the 
Highest Self. Why? Because the word ‘ether’ is well-known to be 
denoting the Highest Self as well. Where? In the passages: ‘The 
ether, verily, is the revealer of name and form’ (Chand. 8.14.1), 
* All these beings, forsooth, arise from the ether alone’ (Chand. 1.9.1). 


COMPARISON 
Srikantha 
Interpretation different; viz.: ‘Because (the Lord) is celebrated 
(in other Upanisads, viz. Mahopanisad, Kaivalya-upanisad and the 


rest), to be an object to be worshipped as abiding in the small lotus, 
(the small ether is the Lord)’ 4. 


1 Sri. B. 1.3.15, pp. 308-9, Part 1. / 
SK. B. 1.3.15, pp. 437-8, Part 6; B.B. 1.3.16. 
2$ 3 $$, R, Bh. 


* SK., 1.3.16, p. 438, Part 5. 
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SÜTRA 18 


"Ir IT BE OBJECTED THAT ON ACCOUNT OF A REFERENCE TO THE 
OTHER, (VIZ. THE INDIVIDUAL SOUL), HE (IS THE SMALL ETHER), 
(WE REPLY:) NO, BECAUSE OF IMPOSSIBILITY.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If it be objected that ** on account of a reference ” to the individual 
soul as well in the middle of the text about the ‘small one’, viz. in the 
passage: “This serene being having arisen from this body, having 
attained the form of highest light, is completed in its own form. This 
is the soul, said he’ (Chand. 8.3.41), let the individual soul be the 
‘small one’,— 

(We reply:) ‘no’, ‘because of the impossibility " of the qualities 
of freedom from sins and the rest,? on the part of the individual soul. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be objected that ** on account of a reference ” to the individual 
soul by the term ‘serene being’ in the middle of the text about the 
small ether, viz. in the passage: ‘This serene being, having arisen 
from this body, having attained the form of highest light, is completed 
in its own form. This is the soul, said he. "This is immortal, fearless’ 
(Chand. 8.3.4), let “him " alone be the small ether,— 

(Wereply:)'No'. Why? ‘Because of impossibility”, i.e. because 
the above-mentioned qualities of freedom from sins and the rest are 
impossible on the part of the individual soul. 


SÜTRA 19 


"Ir IT BE OBJECTED THAT FROM WHAT IS SUBSEQUENT, (THE 
INDIVIDUAL SOUL MAY BE MEANT HERE), (WE REPLY:) BUT (THAT 
SUBSEQUENT PASSAGE REFERS TO THE SOUL SO FAR ONLY) IT HAS 
ITS REAL NATURE MANIFEST." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If it be objected that “from what: is subsequent ”, i.e. from 
Prajüpati's statement referring to the individual soul, the eight-fold 


1 S, R, Bh, SK, B. 2 Vide Chand. 8.1.5. 
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qualities of freedom from sins and thé rest are known to belong to 
the individual soul as well, hence let it alone be the small ether,— 

We reply: The Highest Self, endowed with the above-mentioned 
qualities and having His real nature ever manifest, is the ‘small one’ ; 
but not the individual soul, having its reàl nature manifest, (not 
always, but only during release). 


Veddanta-kaustubha 


Here the word ‘small’ is to be supplied from the main aphorism,? 
and the words ‘he, no’ from the preceding one.3 If it be objected: 
This is impossible. ‘‘From what is subsequent" to the doctrine of 
the ‘small’, i.e. from the statement of Prajapati, the individual soul 
should be known as endowed with the attributes of freedom from sins 
and the rest. Hence, here too let it alone be the ‘small one’, endowed 
with the qualities of freedom from sins and the rest,— 

(We reply:) “No”. There, viz. in the passage: ‘Having attained 
the form of Highest light, it is completed in its own form’ (Chand. 
8.3.4), the individual soul which has its real nature manifest, is 
intended to be designated. The word 'but" (in the sūtra) clearly 
indicates the great difference between that which has its real nature 
manifest and the ‘small one’ the real nature of which is ever unveiled 
and which is ever beyond the conventional distinctions of bondage 
and release. Thus the statement of Prajàpati (Chand. 8.7.1) teaches 
the individual soul as possessing the attributes of freedom from sins 
and the rest,—the soul which has its real attributes concealed by the 
states of waking and the rest, rooted on karmas, meritorious or non- 
meritorious, and existent from all eternity; and which has its real 
nature manifest through the attainment of the Highest Self, caused 
by meditation on Him. But the text about the ‘small one’ (Chand. 
8.1.5) teaches the Highest Self as possessing the attributes of freedom 
from sins and the rest,—the Self who has His nature and attributes 
ever manifest, and who is denoted by the term ‘small ether’.® 


— M Naim € weer: 


p ————— —— — 


1 The contrast is between the nityávirbhüta-svarüpa Paramátman and the 
dvirbhita-svaripa jivdtman. See V.K. below. 

3 Viz. Br. Sa. 1.3.14. 3 Viz. Br. Sa. 1.3.18. 

3 That is, the Highest Self is always possessed of the attributes of freedom 
from sins and the rest, while the individual soul is not always possessed of them, 
but only when its real nature comes to be manifested. Hence the ‘small one’, 
which is always possessed of these attributes cannot be the individual soul. 
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The meaning of the scriptural text (Chand. 8.3.4) is as follows: 
Just as the eye,—enveloped in deep darkness and hence unable to 
perform its own special function of making known objects like clothes, 
ornaments and the rest,—having attained the ever-unenveloped sun, 
is completed in its own form and able to perform its own special 
function of manifesting its own objects,—so the individual soul, 
‘having attained’, ie. having completely attained, near itself, the 
‘highest’, ie. the Being different from the sentient individual soul 
and the non-sentient, ‘light’, i.e. the real nature of the Whole the 
revealer of all, is ‘completed’ in its real nature as knowledge, different 
from the body, the sense-organs and the rest and endowed with its 
own bliss,—as such it is said to have its real nature manifest (avir- 
bhüta-svarüpa). The word ‘avirbhita-svaripa’ is to be explained 
as ‘one whose real nature has become manifest’. Moreover, as ‘being 
a bridge’, ‘being the limitary support of all worlds’, and ‘being the 
controller of the sentient and the non-sentient’ are not possible even 
on the part of the individual soul which has its real nature manifest, 
so the small ethor can never be supposed to be the individual soul. 
In the doctrine of the ‘small’ (Chand. 8.1.5), the attributes of freedom 
from sins and the rest, which are special to one who has this real 
nature ever manifest, are mentioned; while in the doctrine taught by 
Prajapati (Chand. 8.7.1), only those that are special to that which 
has its nature manifest (and not ever manifest). Hence, the reason 
‘because of impossibility’ (mentioned in Br. Sü. 1.3.18) remains in 
force. 


COMPARISON 


Samkara 


Interpretation different, viz.: ‘If it be said . . . . , (then 
we reply) No, but (the passage in question refers to the soul only so 
far) as its real nature has become manifest (i.e. so far it has become 
Brahman).1 Thus, according to Samkara, the statement of Prajapati 
(Chand. 8.7.1) does not really refer to the individual soul, but to 
Brahman. According to Nimbarka, however, as we have seen, it 
refers to the freed soul, which too is different from Brahman. 


1 S.B. 1.3.19, pp. 333 et seg. 
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Bhaskara 


He, too, points out that the statement of Prajapati does not refer 
to the individual soul as such, but to the soul which has become the 
Supreme Soul in nature.! 


SOTRA 20 


* AND THE REFERENCE HAS A DIFFERENT PURPOSE." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“The reference" to the individual soul is for showing that the 
Supreme Soul is the cause of the manifestation of the real nature of 
the individual soul. 

Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz.: If the small ether be the Supreme Soul 
having His real nature ever-manifest, then the reference to the indivi- 
dual soul in the text about the ‘small one’, viz. in the passage: ‘Now, 
this serene being, having arisen from this body’ (Chand. 8.3.4), 
must have a purport,—the author replies here: 

The word “and” (in the sutra) implies possibility. Just as on 
attaining the sun, the eye, overpowered so long by darkness, is com- 
pleted in its real form, so on attaining the highest light, ie. the small 
ether, the individual soul, having so long its real nature and qualities 
like freedom from sins and the rest hidden by the beginningless miya, is 
completed in its own special form. Thus, the reference to the individual 
soul in the statement of Prajapati is simply for showing that the small 
ether is the cause of the manifestation of the real form of the individual 
soul, and not for proving that the small ether is the individual soul 
itself. 

COMPARISON 


Samkara and Bhàskara 


Interpretation different, viz.: ‘And the reference (to the individual 
soul) has a different purpose (viz. the determining of the nature of 
Brahman)'?. According to Nimbarka, however, as we have seen, 


1 Bh. B. 1.3.19, p. 58. 
2 S.B. 1.3.20, p. 339; Bh. B. 1.3.20, p. 68. 
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the purpose is to show that Brahman is the cause of the manifestation 
of the real nature of the soul. 


SOTRA 21 


"*[r IT BE OBJECTED THAT ON ACCOUNT OF THE SCRIPTURAL 
DECLARATION OF WHAT IS SMALL (THE LORD IS NOT THE SMALL 
ETHER), (WE REPLY:) THAT HAS BEEN SAID.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“If it be objected that on account of the scriptural declaration 
of what is small ”, the all-pervasive Being cannot be understood here,— 
(we reply:) the answer to this has already been given. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


“Tf it be objected that on account of the scriptural declaration 
of what is small " in the passage: ‘Small is the ether within it’ (Chand. 
8.1.1), let the individual soul alone, which is atomic in size, be the 
‘small one ',— 

(We reply :) The answer to this has been given under the aphorism: 
‘Because (Brahman) is to be conceived thus, as in the case of the 
ether’ (Br. Si. 1.2.7). 


SÜTRA 22 


* AND BECAUSE OF THE IMITATION OF THAT." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“And because of the imitation "' “of that", ie. of that which 
has its real nature ever manifest, in accordance with the passage: 
‘He alone shining, everything shines’ (Katha 5.15; Mund. 2.2.10; 
Svet. 6.14 2), the individual soul, the imitator, cannot be the ‘small 
one’, having its real nature ever-manifest. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The author says that for this reason, too, the individual soul is 
not the small ether. 


SSPE | eget gS EE ER ee 


1 Vide Br. Să. 1.2.7. ^? $ Bh. 
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Because of the imitation “of that ", i.e. of the small ether having 
the eight-fold attributes ever manifest, by that which has its attributes 
of freedom from sins and the rest manifest (and not ever manifest) 
the ‘small one’ is none but the Highest Self. Just as in the Mundaka, 
declaring the imitation of the Lord by all in the passage: ‘He alone 
shining, everything shines' (Mund. 2.2.10); and declaring further 
that everything is to be manifested by the Lord in the passage: 
‘Through his light all this shines’ (Mund. 2.2.10), all things which 
are imitators and objects to be manifested cannot be the object which 
is imitated and the object which manifests,—so the individual soul, 
mentioned by Prajàpati, and an imitator, cannot be Brahman, denoted 
by the term ‘small’, and object to be imitated. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhàskara 


Interpretation different, viz. according to them, the sütras 22-23 
form a new adhikarana, designating that the passage Mundaka 2.2.10 
refers not to a luminous substance, but to the Supreme Soul.! But 
according to Nimbarka, they form parts of the preceding adhikarana, 
setting forth additional arguments as to why the ‘small ether’ is none 
but the Supreme Soul. 


Ramanuja, Srikantha and Baladeva 
According to all, the word ‘anukrteh’ means “because of simi- 
larity’. That is, the individual soul is not the ‘small one’ or Brahman, 
because it is only similar to Him.? 


SUTRA 23 
'* MOREOVER (THIS IS) DECLARED BY SMRTI.” 3 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Also Smrti declares: ‘They have come to attain equality of 
attributes with me’ (Gita 14.2 4). 


1 §.B. 1.3.22, pp. 340 ff.; Bh. B. 1.3.22, pp. 58 et seg. 
2 Sri. B. 1.3.21, p. 313, Part 1, ‘Z'ad-anukdras tat-sámyam'. 

SK. B. 1.3.21, pp. 444-6, Part 5; G.B. 1.3.22. 
3 C.S.S. ed., p. 16, reads ‘Api smaryyate’. 4 R, B. 
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Vedānta-kaustubha 
Smrti declares the equality of the individual soul, freed from all 
bondage, with the Supreme Soul, in the passage: ‘They have come 
to attain equality of attributes with me' (Gità 14.2). Hence, it is. 
established that the small ether is none but the Supreme Soul. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘The small’ (5). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 
Reading different, viz. 'Api ca smaryyate'. Interpretation 


different, viz.—' Further, Smrti (viz. Gité 15.12, otc.) declares (the 
Soul to be the cause of the manifestation of all)'.! 


Ramanuja and Baladeva 


Reading: ‘ Api smaryyate’.2 


Srikantha 


Reading: ‘Api ca smaryyate’, ie. ‘Moreover Smrti declares 
(that the Lord is to be meditated on as abiding in the heart-lotus 8)’. 


Adhikarana 6: The section entitled ‘What is 
measured’. (Sütras 24-25) 


3 SÜTRA 24 


* ON ACCOUNT OF THE TEXT ONLY, WHAT IS MEASURED (IS THE 


Lorp).” 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


. * What is measured ”, i.e. what is of the size of a thumb, is none 
but the Highest Person, “ on account of the text ’’: ' The Lord of past 
and future' (Katha 4.13 4). 


ÁÁÁ tu s i B ERE © eI RREGOP SA  t 


1 §, B. 1.3.23, p. 343; Bh. B. 1.3.23, p. 59. 
2 Srt. B. 1.3.23, p. 313, Part 1; G.B. 1.3.23. 
3 SK. B. 1.3.23, p. 445, Part 5. 

* S, R, Bh, SK, B. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


Thus, it has been established that Brahman is to be meditated 
on as the ‘small one’. Now, the author points out that Brahman 
is to be meditated on as of the size of merely a thumb. 

In the Katha-valli, we read: ‘The Person, of the size of merely 
a thumb, dwells in the midst of the soul’ (Katha 4.12); again: ‘The 
Person, of the size of merely a thumb, smokeless like light’ (Katha 
4.13); again: “The Person, of the size of merely a thumb, the inner 
soul, is ever seated in the heart of beings’ (Katha 6.17). Here, a 
doubt arises as to whether the Person of the size of merely a thumb 
is the individual soul or the Highest Person. The prima facie view 
is a8 follows: The Person of the size of merely a thumb is the individual 
soul in accordance with the Svetàsvatara-text, viz. : ‘The lord of the 
vital-breaths, who is of the size of merely a thumb and of a form like the 
sun, moves about through his own works’ (Svet. 5.7d—8a); as well as 
in accordance with the Smrti passage, viz.: ‘Then Yama drew forth, 
by force, from the body of Satyavana, the person, of the size of merely 
a thumb, tied to the noose and brought under his control’ (Maha. 
3.16763 1). 

With regard to this, we reply: “What is measured ", ie. the 
Person of the size of merely a thumb, mentioned in the Katha-valli, 
is none but the Supreme Soul. Why? “On account of the text”, 
le. on account of the text: ‘The lord of past and future’ (Katha 
4.13). The sense is this: Although ‘being of the size of merely a 
thumb’, mentioned in the above Scripture and Smrti texts, is here 
perceived to be a characteristic mark of the individual soul, yet that 
mark is set aside,?—this is the sense. l 

If it be objected: It being impossible for the individual soul, 
which is by nature atomic in size, to be of the size of a thumb, and 
there being the mark: ‘tied to the noose’, the individual soul can be of 
the size of merely a thumb only if its subtle body be meant. Butit 


eed 


1 P. 806, line 6, vol. 1. 

? That is, although in the above scriptural and Smpti texts, the individual 
soul has been designated as of the size of a thumb, yet in other numerous passages, 
it is designated as of the size of an atom merely. Hence, the above description 
is set aside. 

3 That is, since the individual soul cannot be of the size of a thumb, being 
declared to be atomic in size, the designation of it as of the size of a thumb merely 
means that its subtle body is so, and not that it itself is so. 


fs0. 1. 3. 25. 
ADH. 6.] VEDANTA-PARIJATA-SAURABHA 177 


is impossible for Brahman, the topic of discussion, to be of the size of 
merely a thumb, even though repeatedly taught by Scripture,— 

(We reply:) No, it being possible for Brahman to be so, in accord- 
ance with the wish of His devotees, and on account of His connection 
with place (viz. the heart). With regard to this point, a preceding 
aphorism (viz. Br. Si. 1.2.7) may be consulted. Moreover, on account 
also of a text referring to the Person of the size of merely a thumb, 
viz. : ‘Let one draw him forth from his own body with firmness, as a 
pith from a reed. Let one know him’ (Katha 6.17), the Supreme 
Soul alone is of the size of merely a thumb. Thus, the meaning of 
the text is as follows: The individual soul, entitled to know Brahman, 
the agent, endowed with a right discrimination between the soul and 
tho non-soul,—implied by the phrase: ‘from his own body’,— should 
draw forth’, i.e. should lift up or put outside,—through intense 
prayer again,—him’, i.e. the Person of the size of a thumb, the 
object and known first through meditation to be within the heart, 
‘from his own body’, i.e. from the body known as his own, ‘as the 
pith from a reed’; then ‘he should know him with firmness’. If this 
be so, the Person of the size of merely a thumb, the object to be 
worshipped, must be other than the worshipper himself. 


SOTRA 25 


* But (THE LORD IS SAID TO BE OF THE SIZE OF MERELY A THUMB) 
IN REFERENCE TO THE HEART (OF MEN), BECAUSE MEN (ALONE) 
ARE ENTITLED (TO SCRIPTURE)." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The Lord can very well be of the size of merely a thumb, ‘in 
reference to the heart" of the worshippers. To the objection, viz. 
The size of the heart in animals being not fixed, how can Brahman 
be of tho size of a thumb in reference to the heart ?—the author 
replies: ** Because men (alone) are entitled (to Scripture) ”. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The author is justifying the contention that Brahman can be 
of the size of merely a thumb. 
12 
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Even an all-pervasive Being can be of the size of merely a thumb, 
** with reference to the heart”, ie. with reference to the heart, or 
the heart-lotus which is of the size of merely a thumb, of His own 
devotees, devoted to Him alone and to none else. The sense is that 
this designation is indeed proper like the designation of the Lord as 
‘one who makes three strides’ (Trivikrama), in reference to the three 
worlds.1} 

Or else, (an alternative explanation of the word “ hrdyapeksa- 
yà ”): 

As from the word “ heart ” (“ hrd ”) alone the size of that which 
is within it (viz. the Lord) is known, the words '*in reference to" 
(*apeksay&"") are to be understood as: ‘in reference to the 
worshippers’, i.e. in accordance with their wish.? 

To the objection, viz. As the size of the heart differs in accordance 
with the difference of living creatures, the text about (the Person of 
the size of merely) a thumb cannot be explained in reference to the 
heart,—we reply: ‘“‘ Because men (alone) are entitled " to Scripture. 
This is the meaning:? ‘That to which men are entitled’ (make 
* manugyüdhikàra ’), ‘the state of that’ (make ‘manusyadhikaratva’), 
on account of that (make ‘manusyadhikaratvat’). The meaning of the 
scriptural text concerning (the Person of the size of merely) a thumb 
is explicable in reference to the heart of men. Although Scripture 
is of a universal application, yet as men alone can be worshippers 
and seekers, they alone are entitled to it. Hence, no contradiction 
arises here even if the hearts of elephants and lice be not of the size 
of merely a thumb, as they are not entitled to works enjoined in Scrip- 
ture and Smrti, as established in the sixth chapter, determining the 
conditions of being entitled to sacrifices and so on.5 Thus, it is 


1 ‘Trivikrama’ is an epithet of Visnu, who paced the three worlds in three 
steps in His Vàmana or Dwarf incarnation. The sense is, that just as the all- 
pervading Lord is said to have three strides only, so He may be said to be of the 
size of a thumb only. 

2 I.e. the Lord manifests Himself as of the size of a thumb to please his 
devotees. 

8 The compound ‘manusyddhikdratvat’ is to be explained as follows. 

* That is, scriptural mandates are to be followed by all. 

5 Vide Pu. MI. Su. 6.1.4-6, pp. 504-7, Part 1. 
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established that the Supreme Soul alone is the Person of the size of 
merely a thumb. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘ What is measured’ ! (3). 


Adhikarana 7: The section entitled ‘The deity’. 
(Sütras 26-30) 
SUTRA 26 


* EvEN THOSE WHO ARE ABOVE THEM (I.E. MEN) (ARE ENTITLED 
TO THE WORSHIP OF BRAHMAN), (so) BADARAYANA (HOLDS), 
BEOAUSE OF POSSIBILITY.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The gods and the rest also, who are above men, are entitled to 
such a worship of Brahman,—so thinks the reverend ‘‘ Badarayana.”’ 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been said in the last section that the text about the Person 
of the size of merely a thumb is explicable in reference to the heart 
of men, as men are entitled to Scripture. Now, incidentally, the 
question as to whether or not gods too are entitled to the worship of 
Brahman is being considered. 

In the Brhadáranyaka, we read: ‘Whoever among the gods was 
awakened to this, he alone became that; likewise among the sages’ 
(Brh. 1.4.10). (The sense is:) Whoever among the gods, and similarly 
among the sages ‘was awakened’, i.e. directly perceived Brahman, 
‘he alone’ attained the nature of Brahman. Here, on the doubt, 
viz. whether or not the gods are entitled to the worship of Brahman, 
which is a means to attaining His nature, if the suggestion be: As 
men, are entitled to Scripture; and as Indra and the rest are incapable 
of practising meditation,—seeing that they, whose bodies consist of 
sacred texts, are not possessed of physical bodies,?—the worship of 
Brahman is not possible on the part of the gods,—we reply: Such a 
worship of Brahman is possible on the part of gods as well, who are 
" above" men,—so the reverend ‘“ Badaréyana” thinks. Why? 


1 The section entitled ‘What is measured’ is resumed in sütra 1.3.40. 
2 That is, in order that one might carry on meditation, one must have a 
physical body, which a god lacks. Hence a god cannot practise meditation. 
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** On account of possibility," i.e. because the worship and the like of 
Brahman, leading to salvation which is characterized by the attainment 
of Brahman and is preceded by the cessation of all retributive 
experience due to their own works, is possible on their part as well. 

Thus, although they have supermundane and colestial enjoyment, yet 
since such an enjoyment is subject to the faults of non-permanency, 
surpassability and the rest, its cessation, one day or other, is possible; 
hence, a desire for salvation, too, is possible on their part, by reason 
of their learning the unsurpassability, supreme blissfulness and perma- 
nency of the attainment of the nature of Brahman; and finally through 
this desire for salvation, a worship of Brahman, too, is possible on 
their part! there being proofs establishing their right to the worship 
of Brahman, viz. the texts: ‘For one hundred and one years, forsooth 
Indra dwelt with Prajapati, practising chastity’ (Chand. 8.11.3), 
‘Verily, Bhrgu, the son of Varuna, approached his father Varuna, 
(with the request) ‘‘Sir, teach me Brahman ”’ (Tait. 3.1.1) and so 
on. Similarly, corporality, too, is possible on their part in accordance 
with text about the evolution of name and form,? as well as in accord- 
ance with sacred formule, explanatory and glorificatory passages and 
tradition. Thus it is declared by Scripture: ‘When about to say 
“vagat’’, he should meditate on that deity for whom the offering is 
taken’ (Ait. Br. 11.84). Here, no meaning of the text being possible 
unless the god referred to, be possessed of a body,5 the god must be 
understood to have a body. In tradition too, the sun, the moon, 
Vasu and the rest are well-known to have bodies. The sons of Kunti 
were born from gods like Dharma and the rest, possessed of bodies.® 


1 That is, just as in the case of a man, the non-permanency of the earthly 
enjoyment leads him to seek for salvation, which yields a permanent fruit, and 
that, again, leads him to worship the Lord as a means thereto, so exactly the 
non-permanency of the heavenly enjoyment leads a god to seek for salvation, 
which leads him to worship the Lord. 

3 Vide Chand. 6.3.2—4. 3 Mantras, artha-vàda and itihdsa. 

4 Anandáérama ed., p. 306. 

These are mantra and artha-vdda. 

5 Because, we cannot meditate on the deity, unless he possesses a body. 
To meditate is to meditate on a certain definite form. Cf. Sri. B. 1.3.25. ‘Na 
hi nirvisesa-devatd dhiyam adhirohati.’ 

6 Kunti, the wife of Pdndu, had, with his approval, three sons, Yudhisthira, 
Bhima and Arjuna, by the three deities, Dharma, Vayu and Indra respectively. 
Vide Maha. 1.4760 et seq. (chap. 123), pp. 174 et seq., vol. 1. 
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In the Puranas, too, there is a multitude of legends of various kinds 
about them, possessing bodies. The verses from those chapters are 
not quoted here for fear of increasing the bulk of the book. 


SÜTRA 27 


* [r IT BE OBJEOTED THAT (IF THE GODS BE POSSESSED OF BODIES) 
A CONTRADICTION WITH REGARD TO WORKS (WILL RESULT), 
(WE REPLY:) NO, BECAUSE OF THE OBSERVATION OF THE 
ASSUMPTION OF MANY (BODIES BY THE GODS, ETO.)." 


Vedànta-pàrijata-saurabha 


If it be objected: Since the worship of Brahman is not possible 
without a body, their corporality must surely be admitted. But if 
that be so, it will give rise to a ** contradiction with regard to works ”’,— 

(We reply:) ** no" such objection can arise. Why? ‘ Because 
of the observation of the assumption " simultaneously of many bodies 
even by one and the same deity. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be objected: Although the corporality of the gods, as of us, 
is an inevitable conclusion, as the activities in connection with the 
repeated practice of ‘hearing’, ‘thinking’ and ‘meditating’ are possible 
only on the part of one who is endowed with a body, sense-organs and 
mind, and as in that way alone it is possible for them to be the bene- 
factors of sacrifices, through their actual presence, like sacrificing 
priests and the rest,1—yet if they be possessed of bodies, there will 
be “a contradiction with regard to works’’, viz. sacrifices and the 
rest, since the simultaneous presence of one body (i.e. of one god) 
in many sacrifices is impossible,2— 

(Wereply:) * No". Why?  ** Because of the observation of many 


2) cc 


worships.” 8 <“ Many ”,i.e. of various forms, ‘“‘ worship ’’, ‘‘ on account 


Ee oat ae a GR R PS aT aa aS EEEE SA ae YTS E a E A ea ay SS at o a ER A SP A 


1 That is, if gods be possessed of bodies, then they may themselves be 
present at sacrifices, like the priests, and conduce to their proper performance, 
etc. 

2 That is, one and the same god is simultaneously invoked in many sacrifices, 
but evidently, he cannot be simultaneously present in many places. 

3 The compound ‘aneka-pratipatter daréandt! is explained as follows. 
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of the observation of that". Thus, just as one and the same 
teacher is found to be saluted simultaneously by many saluting dis- 
ciples, just as one and the same sun is found to be worshipped simul- 
taneously by many worshipping men, so there is no inconsistency in 
supposing that different sacrificers offer their own objects to one and 
the same corporal deity who abides in his own place. Hence no 
harm is done to sacrifices. ' 

Or else, there may be another construction of the phrase “ aneka- 
pratipatter daréanat". If it be objected that there will be “a con- 
tradiction with regard to works" in the stated way,—(we reply:) 
“No”. Why? ‘On account of the assumption of many ”, i.e. on 
account of the assumption of many forms, or on account of the 
attainment of many bodies, by one and the same person who is 
perfected by Yoga. Why? ‘Because of the observation" of it 
in Scripture. Thus, in the Moksa-dharma,! a question being put 
forth concerning the Samkhya and the Yoga thus: ' '* Reverend father, 
it behoves you to tell me in particular about the Samkhya and the 
Yoga. Everything, O knower of sacred duties, is known to you, 
O best among the Kurus "!' (Maha. 12.110372), the text, having 
set forth an eulogy of the Saàmkhya and the Yoga, goes on: ' '' Those 
who are endowed with the power of the Yoga and are self-controlled 
and majestic, enter, O Partha, through Yoga into Prajapatis, sages, 
gods and the great elements. Neither Yama, nor the angry Antaka,® 
nor the supremely mighty Mrtyu lords it, O king, over the Yoga of 
unmeasured might. A yogin, O mightiest of the Bharatas, can, by 
reason of attaining strength,* create many bodies for himself, and 
move about the world by them all. By some he may attain (i.e. 
enjoy) objects, by others, he may practise a severe penance, and he 
may again contract them, as the sun does the multitude of its rays’ 
(Maha. 12.11060-64 5). a 


1 Name of a section of the twelfth book of the Mahdbhdrata, from chap. 174 
to the end. 

2 P. 754, line 27, vol. 3. 

3 Name of Yama, the god of Death. 

4 Here the éair-suffix implies reason. 

5 P. 755, lines 20-23, vol. 3. 
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SUTRA 28 


* [r IT BE OBJEOTED THAT (A CONTRADICTION WILL RESULT) WITH 
REGARD TO WORD, (WE REPLY:) NO, ON ACCOUNT OF THE ORIGIN 
(OF EVERYTHING) FROM IT, ON ACCOUNT OF PERCEPTION (I.E. 
SORIPTURE) AND INFERENCE (I.E. SMRTI).” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If it be objected that if the corporality of the gods be admitted, 
a contradiction will result with regard to the Vedic words denoting 
them, as these words will become meaningless prior to the origin of 
the objects (viz. the gods) denoted by them and subsequent to their 
destruction,— 

(We reply:) No such contradiction results, ** on account of the 
origin" of the objects (viz. the gods and the rest) “from it”, i.e. 
from the words alone, denoting eternal prototypes or forms, and 
serving as reminders to the thought of Prajipati, in accordance with 
the following scriptural and Smrti texts: ' He evolved name and form 
by means of the Veda’ (Tait. Br. 2.6.2.3 1),‘A celestial word, without 
beginning and end, eternal, and composed of the Vedas was omitted 
by the self-born in the beginning, whence proceeded all activities' 
(Maha. 12.8534 2). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Here, the word ‘contradiction’ is to be supplied from the preced- 
ing aphorism. If it be objected: Very well, there may not be any 
contradiction with regard to works if the gods be possessed of bodies, 
still there may be contradiction ‘‘ with regard to the words ” denoting 
gods and the rest, i.e. with regard to the Vedic forms. That is, on 
account of the non-eternity of the bodies of the gods,—they being 
due to karmas—as well as on account of the eternity of the Vedic 
texts, the eternal relation between a word and its meaning will be 


1 P. 275, line 9, vol. 2. Reading ' . . . . ripe . . . . * 


R, SK. 
2 P. 666, line 22, vol. 3. 
$, R, Bh. 
Reading: ' Anádi-nidhaná vidyá . . .' Varigavasi ed. reads: 'Anádi- 
nidhaná vidyá . . . Adau deva-mays vidyá . . .' P. 1635, vol. 2. 


Samkara, Rámánuja end Bháskara too read‘ Anddi-nidhand nityã . . ? 
like Nimbárka. 


. [sC. 1. 3. 28. 
184 VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA ADH. 7.] 


impossible, and hence a contradiction will result between the object 
which is limited in time and the word which is true for all times. 
If it be said that owing to the force of the word, the object too is 
eternal,—then a contradiction will result with regard to the texts 
which prove its non-eternity: if it be said that for the sake of the 
object, the word is non-eternal,—then there will arise a contradiction 
with regard to the texts which prove its eternity.— 

(We reply:) * No". There is no contradiction with regard to 
the word as well. Why? ‘On account of the origin from it”, i.e. 
on account of the origin, or the rise, of the gods and the rest trom this, 
ie. from the Vedic words, denoting the eternal prototypes of gods, 
etc. and serving as & reminder to the thought of the creator regarding 
the forms of gods, ete. to be created at the time of each particular 
creation. ‘Thus, when a certain great personality, who has accumulated 
a mass of merit and desires to become Prajàpati, comes to attain 
lordship through the grace of the Lord, he is called ‘Prajapati’. At 
the time of creation when individuals like the former gods and the 
rest are no more, Prajàpati, having learnt the Veda in a manner to 
be designated hereafter,! and having apprehended, like a mar arisen 
from sleep,? the particular prototypes of the gods and the rest by 
means of the lamp-like Veda, i.e. from the Vedic words alone which 
denote those particular prototypes, creates the later gods, etc. in 
accordance with those prototypes. Hence there is no room for the 
alleged contradiction. 

If it be objected: What proof is there that Prajàpati creates 
objects after having known their particular forms from the Vedic 
words ?—we reply: “ On account of perception and inference ". ‘‘ Per- 
ception " means Scripture, since it is independent of any other proof. 
** Inference " means Smrti, since it demonstrates the meaning of Scrip- 
ture,—on account of these two, ie. on account of Scripture and 
Smrti. First, the scriptural passage is the following; viz.: 'Prajápati 
evolved name ? and form the existent and the non-existent, by means 


————————— 


1 Vide Br. Si. 1.3.30. 

2 That is, when a man arises from sleep at night he can see nothing until 
he lights a lamp. Similarly, at the beginning of creation, the creator knows 
particular objects from the lamp-like light of the Veda, i.e. knows the forms of 
those objects and creates them &new accordingly. 

3 The text omits *ndma'. 
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created the earth’ (Tait. 2.2.4.2 1), ‘He uttered **bhuva", he created 
the ether’ (Tait. Br. 2.2.4.2-32) and so on. The Smrti passage is 
contained in the Moksadharma 3, and beginning: “The sages read 
the Vedas day and night by penance’ (Maha. 12.85330 4), continues: 
‘A celestial word, without beginning and end, eternal and composed 
of the Vedas, was emitted by the self-born in the beginning, whence 
proceeded all activities. The Lord created the names of the sages 
and the creations which are in the Vedas, as well as the various forms 
of beings and the procedure of acts, from the Vedic words alone in 
the beginning. At the end of the night, the Unborn One bestowed 
the names of sages and the creations which are in the Vedas to others. 
The things that are celebrated in the world, namely, difference of 
names, austerity, work and sacrifice '.9 

Similarly, there are other passages, viz. ‘In the beginning the 
Supreme Lord created the names and forms of beings, as well as the 
procedures of actions, from the Vedic word alone'? (V.P. 1.5.62), 
‘In the beginning, he created the names and actions of all as separate, 
as well as the different established orders,9 from the Vedic word 
alone’ (Manu. 1.21 ?) and so on.!9 


1 P. 196, lines 7-8, vol. 2. 2 Op. cit., lines 9-10. 

3 See footnote 1, p. 182. 4 P. 663, line 22, vol. 3. 
5 For correct quotation, see footnote 2, p. 183. 

6 P, 666, lines 23-26, vol. 3. 


Reading: ‘Nama rūpañ ca bhiitandm karmánà'i ca pravartayan . . . . 
sdrvaryy-ante sujdtanam = 
Vańgavāsī ed. reads: * . . . . pravartanam . . . . sujaldnadm’. 
P. 1635, vol. 2. 
7 P. 60 


Variant readings: ‘Devidindm cakdra sah’. 

8 Cf. Kulluka-bhatja’s Commentary on the Manu-Smrti (p. 10): ‘Prthak- 
samstháá ca iti. Laukikis ca vyavasthah, kuldlasya ghata-nirmánam, kuvindasya 
pata-nirmánam ityadika-vibhdgena nirmitavàán.' 

9 P. 9. 

10 The sum and substance of the argument is as follows: The prima facie 
view is that if the gods be possessed of bodies, then, since these bodies, are non- 
eternal, the gods must be so. But the Vedic words which denote the gods are 
eternal. Hence there cannot be any eternal connection between the non-eternal 
gods and the eternal Vedic words, i.e. these Vedic words cannot denote gods and 
the rest, and must be meaningless. 

'The answer to this objection is as follows: 'The individual gods are indeed 
non-eternal, but this does not prove that the eternal Vedic words are meaningless, 
for what they denote is not the individual (vyakti) which is non-eternal, but the 
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SÜTRA 29 


* FOR THIS VERY REASON, THE ETERNITY (OF THE VEDAS FOLLOWS)." 


Vedanta-pdrijata-saurabha 


The creation by Prajüpati is preceded by the (Vedic) word. 
** For this "" reason the ‘‘ eternity " of the Veda is established. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Having apprehended the objection, viz.: In spite of the eternity 
of the Veda,—it not being mentioned as something created,—the 
Vedic words, denoting the forms of gods and the rest, are concerned 
with non-eternal objects; and having removed the consequent false 
notion regarding the non-eternity of these as well, the author is 
confirming, incidentally, the eternity of the Veda. 

“ The eternity " of the word, i.e. of the Veda, follows ‘‘ for this 
very reason ’’, i.e. also because of its priority to the creation by Pra- 
japati. Words like ‘ Vai$vàmitra', ‘Kathaka’ and so on etymologically 
mean simply what has been uttered by them. Thus ‘what has been 
said by Vi$vümitra is Vai$vamitra', ‘what has been said by Katha 
is Kathaka’, and so on. At the end of the universal dissolution, 
Prajapati, having conceived the forms, powers and the rest of Visva- 
mitra and others from the Vedic words ' Vi$vüàmitra', etc. mentioned 
in texts like: ‘He chooses the maker of sacred formula’, ‘This is a 
hymn of Viévàmitra' (Tait. Sam. 5.2.32) and so on; and having 
created them as endowed with those particular forms and those parti- 
cular powers, appoints them to the task of revealing those particular 
sacred formule (mantras). 

Thus given the powers by him, they too, having practised suitable 
penances, read the sacred formule,—which form portions of the Veda, 
which are eternally existent, and which were revealed by Visvamitra 
and others of former ages,—perfect in their sounds and accents without 
having read them or learnt them from the recitation of a teacher. 


seaman = eta en —nsÀ——À «nmi at ND 


type (Gkrti) which is eternal. It is in accordance with these eternal types, 
denoted by the eternal Vedic words, that the non-eternal individuals are created 
anew at the beginning of each creation. 

1 That is, since the Vedic words denote non-eternal objects, it might be 
thought that these words themselves are non-eternal. 

2 P. 24, lines 21-22, vol. 2. 
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As such, though they are makers of the sacred formulz, the eternity 
of the Veda is perfectly justifiable.1 


SÜTRA 30 


* AND ON ACCOUNT OF HAVING THE SAME NAME AND FORM, 
(THERE IS) NO CONTRADICTION EVEN WITH REGARD TO THE 
RECURRENCE (OF THE WORLD), ON ACCOUNT OF PERCEPTION (I.E. 
SCRIPTURE) AND ON ACCOUNT OF SMRTI." 


Vedanta- parijata-saurabha 


Thus, there is ** no contradiction even with regard to the recur- 
rence ’’, or the creation and destruction of the material world. Why ? 
Because the objects which are to be created in the beginning of each 
age have the same names and forms as those in the past ages, “on 
account of perception ” (i.e. scriptural text), viz. ‘The creator fashioned 
the sun and the moon as he did before’ (Rg. V. 10.190.3 2), and ‘on 
account of Smrti’, viz. ‘Just as the various signs of the seasons are 
seen to be the very same in their regular recurrence, so are the beings 
in the successive ages’ (V.P. 1.5.64 8). 


1 That is, the Vedic mantras are said to be composed by different sages like 
Vidvámitra and so on; and hence it may be thought that these sages being 
non-eternal, the mantras composed by them must also be so, i.e. the Veda 
must be non-eternal. But tho fact is that the sages are not really the composers 
of the mantras, which are really eternal; but when they are said to be the composers 
of those mantras, it is simply meant that they utter, i.e. reveal the eternally 
existent mantra in different ages. Thus, e.g. Visvámitra in one particular age 
utters a mantra which is then said to be Vaidvámitra. Then, in course of time, 
Visvdmitra perishes, but the mantra remains intact; and in the next age, a new 
Visvamitra is deputed to utter and reveal the very same mantra and so on. Thus, 
the mantra itself remains unchanged from all eternity, only its revealers change 
from age to age. Hence the Vedic mantras are really eternal and so is the Veda. 
2 Pp. 143.4. 
$, Bh. SK, B. 
3 P. 60. 
$, Bh. Cf. a very similar passage in Maha. 12.8550, p. 667, lines 9-10, 
vol. 3, which is the same as the above passage, only reads ‘Tatha Brahma- 
harddigu’ in place of ‘Tathd bhávà yugddigu’. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz.: The view that Prajàpati, having known 
the particular forms of object by means of the Veda,—in accordance 
with the maxim of a person arisen from sleep,—! creates them as he 
did before, fits in the case of the periodical dissolution.? But since 
in the caso of the total dissolution ® there is destruction of everything, 
how can the priority of the Veda to creation be possible? How can 
also its eternity be possible ? How can again the world be preceded by 
it? The author replies here: 

The word “and ” (in the sūtra) is meant for removing the doubt. 
The word * even" implies possibility. That is to say, there is no 
contradiction whatsoever ‘even with regard to the recurrence ” 
consisting in a continuous stream of creation and dissolution of the 
material world, i.e. with regard to the first creation at the end a 
great dissolution. Why? “On account of having the same name and 
form." Thus, during the total dissolution, the Lord Vasudeva, the 
one mass of a multitude of attributes which are special to Him, eternal, 
infinite and natural, and possessing the sentient and the non-sentient 
as His powers, having drawn in all the effects, consisting in His own 
powers (Sakti) of the sentient and the non-sentient, as a tortoise draws 
in its limbs; and having placed them in Himself in a successive order, 
opposed to that of creation, abides in silence, like a boy who has 
gathered up his toys. At that time, the Vedas, the objects denoted by 
them, as well as the forms of the latter, exist in Him, all blended 
together with Him. Thus, the entire Universe always exists in 
its cause, viz. Vasudeva or Brahman, possessing the sentient and the 
non-sentient as His powers. There is no such thing as absolute 
destruction, in accordance with the scriptural text: ‘“‘ The existent 
alone, my dear, was this in the beginning, one only, without a second ” ' 
(Chand. 6.2.1). That is, ‘My child!’ ‘this’, i.e. the Universe, ‘was 
existent alone’, i.e. was non-different from its cause, ‘in the beginning’, 


EN ETTORE A 


1 See footnote 2, p. 184. 
2 Naimittika-pralaya. 
8 Prákrta-pralaya. 

Naimittika pralaya means the dissolution of the three worlds when one day 
of the Kdryya-brahman or Hiranyagarbha comes to an end; while prákrta pralaya 
means the dissolution of all objects together with the Kdryya-brahman himself. 
Vide Ved. Pari., 7th chap. for the four kinds of pralayas : nitya, naimiticka, 
prakria and átyantika. 
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i.e. prior to creation; and that, viz. the cause, denoted by the term 
‘existent’, is ‘one only, without a second’. He is without an equal 
or a superior, indicated respectively by the words ‘only’ and ‘without 
a second’; and He is to be known also as manifold by nature indeed, 
since He is the substratum of the sentient and the non-sentient which 
are His powers. Dissolution means the existence of the effect in the 
cause in a subtle form; while creation means simply the manifestation 
of such an effect. At the end of dissolution, the omniscient and all- 
knowing Lord, having wished first ‘“ May I be many "' (Chand. 
6.2.3; Tait. 2.6.1) 4 having then separated the mass of enjoying souls 
and the objects of enjoyment, so long merged in Him as His subtle 
powers; having created all objects from the mahat down to the four- 
faced Brahmà as He did before; having manifested the eternally 
existent Vedas; having taught them mentally to Brahma; and having 
deputed him to the creation of the Universe, consisting of gods, men 
and the rest, as it was before, Himself exists as his (Brahmà's) inner 
soul, as declared by the text: 'Having created it, he entered into that 
very thing’ (Tait. 2.6.1). Brahmà too, who has attained lordship 
through His grace, having apprehended their forms from the Vedic 
words, creates gods and the rest. As such, there is no contradiction 
even with regard to the recurrence,—this is the sense. Just in this 
consists the non-human origin of the Veda, it having an eternally 
existent form like the Supreme Brahman. And its eternity means that 
one, having remembered a particular order of succession, through the 
impressions generated in his mind by his prior recitations of the Veda 
in a fixed order, should recite the Veda in that very order.! 

If it be asked: Whence is this known: We reply: ** From percep- 
tion and from Smrti ". ‘‘ Perception " means that which destroys the 
darkness of the heart, i.e. Scripture, viz. ‘He who first creates Brahma 
and he who, forsooth, delivers the Vedas to him, to that Deity, who 
is the light of self-knowledge, I, desirous of release, take shelter’, 
(Svet. 6.18); similarly: ‘The creator fashioned, as he did before, the 
sun and the moon, the heaven, the earth and the ether, and then the 
sky’ (Rg. V. 10.190.3). There is a Smrti passage as well, viz. ‘Then 


-— 


1 'That is, the Veda is said to be apauruseya or of non-human origin, and 
nitya or eternal. Now, the first moans that the Veda is eternally existent, and 
is simply revealed, and not created, at the time of each new creation. 'The 
second means that it is recited in exactly the same order of succession in different 
ages all throughout. 
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a lotus sprang forth from the navel of the sleeping Deity. In that lotus, 
O holy one, Brahma was born, fully versed in the Vedas and their 
parts. He was told by Him “Create beings, O highly learned one”’!’ 
‘Just as the various signs of the seasons are seen to be the very same 
in their regular recurrence, so are the beings in the successive stages’ 
(V.P. 1.5.64), ‘Whatever were the names of the sages and (their) 
knowledge of the Vedas, the same the Unborn One gives to them when 
they are born at the end of the night. Similarly, the past individual 
gods are equal to the present gods in names and forms’, and so on. 
Hence, since the gods too may be seekers, there ig nothing contradic- 
tory in their being entitled to the knowledge of Brahman. Therefore 
it is established that the gods are entitled to the knowledge of Brahman. 


Here ends the section entitled “The deity’ (7). 


Adhikarana 8: The section entitled ‘The honey 
and the rest’. (Sütras 31-33) 


OPPONENT'S VIEW (Sitras 31-32) 


SUTRA 31 


** ON ACCOUNT OF IMPOSSIBILITY, (THE SUN AND THE REST HAVE) 
NO RIGHT TO THE (MEDITATIONS ON) THE HONEY AND THE REST, 
(So) JAIMINI (THINKS).”’ 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


It being impossible that the object worshipped can be the wor- 
shipper himself, the sun and the rest are not entitled to the medita- 
tions on the honey, etc.—so ** Jaimini" thinks. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Thus, it has been said that the gods are entitled to the knowledge 
of Brahman. Now, the question is being considered whether or not 
they are entitled to meditations on the honey and the rest. 

The meditation on the honey is mentioned in the Chandogya: 
‘This sun, verily, is the honey of the gods’ (Chand. 3.1.1) and so on. 
By the phrase “and so on ” (in the sūtra) other meditations in which 
the gods are the objects worshipped are to be understood. Here & 
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doubt arises, viz. Whether or not the gods are entitled to the medi- 
tations on the honey and the rest. What is reasonable here? Gods 
like the sun, Vasu and others have ‘‘no right " to the meditation on 
the “ honey and the rest "*, —so the teacher ** Jaimini " thinks. Why? 
* On account of impossibility," i.e. because it is impossible that the 
sun and the rest which are accepted as the objects to be worshipped 
in those meditations, can be themselves worshippers. 


OPPONENT'S VIEW (concluded) 


SÜTRA 32 


* AND BECAUSE OF (THEIR) BEING (WORSHIPPERS) WITH REGARD 
TO THE LIGHT (I.E. BRAHMAN)." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


* And because of (their) being’’ worshippers ‘‘ with regard to" 
Brahman, they are not entitled to the honey-meditation and the rest,— 
this is the prima facie view. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


But it is not to be thought that this being the case the gods are 
without a Lord, because then they, being all of a mutually equal 
status, will come to be annihilated through vying with one another, 
and also because the text: ‘Through fear the sun arises’ (Tait. 2.8.1) 
will come to be contradicted. The fact is that they are the worshippers 
of the Highest Self and are themselves worshipped by others. So, 
the opponent points out here: The gods and the rest, who are the 
objects to be worshipped in the honey-meditation and the like, being 
worshippers ‘‘ with regard to the light ”, i.e. of the Supreme Brahman, 
are not to be taken as the worshippers in the honey-meditation, etc.— 
this is the sense; as declared by the passage: ‘That the gods worship 
as the Light of lights, as life, as immortal’ (Brh. 4.4.16). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


Interpretation of the word 'jyotisi' different. The sütra means, 
according to them: And because (the words ‘sun’, ‘moon’, and the 
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rest) refer to the Light. That is, the sun and the rest are not sentient 
deities, possessed of bodies, but are mere non-sentient spheres of 
light; and what is non-sentient cannot be, evidently, entitled to any 
meditation.! 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (Sütra 33) 
SOTRA 33 


* But BADARAYANA (MAINTAINS) THE EXISTENCE (OF RIGHT ON 
THE PART OF THE GODS), FOR THERE IS (POSSIBLE LONGING FOR 
BRAHMAN ON THEIR PART).”’ 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


With regard to it, the author states the correct conclusion. 
** Bádar&yana ’’ maintains “ the existence ” of right on the part of the 
sun, Vasu and the rest, to the honey-meditation and the like as well, 
** because " a longing for Brahman “ is " possible on their parts, conse- 
quent on the attainment by them of their respective offices in a future 
age as well, through the worship of Brahman, their Inner Controller. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Having thus set forth the view of Jaimini, his Holiness, wishing to 
refute it, is stating his own view. 

The word ‘‘ but" precludes the prima facie view. The reverend 
* Badaréyana " maintains “the existence ”, i.e. the existence of right 
on the part of the sun, Vasu and others, to the honey-meditation and 
the like as well, ‘‘ because " a longing for Brahman is possible on the 
part of even.the sun and Vasu and the rest in the present age, 
consequent on their attainment of sun-hood, Vasu-hood and the rest 
in a future age as well, through the worship of Brahman, their Inner 
Controller. Thus, here the worship of Brahman being enjoined both 
in His effected and causal states, the words ‘sun’ and the rest, imply 
Brahman, their Inner Controller; and hence it is possible for the very 
same Vasu and others to be the objects to be worshipped and attained ; 
since the concluding text: ‘He who knows this Brahma-Upanisad' 
(Chand. 3.11.3) proves that the words ‘sun’ and the rest, imply 


1 S.B. 1.3.32, pp. 336-67; Bh. B. 1.3.32, p. 66. 
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Brahman. Thus, Brahman alone being the object to be worshipped 
even in the honey-meditation and the like, the text: ‘That the gods 
worship as the light of lights, as life, as immortality’ (Brh. 4.4.6) is 
perfectly consistent. It cannot be said also that as the fruit of the 
honey-meditation is the attainment of Vasu-hood and the rest, and 
as Vasu and the rest have already attained that, they cannot be 
seekers, or wish for these again,—because in ordinary experience, a 
desire for wealth in a future life is found on the part of those who are 
rich in the present life. Hence, it is established that the gods are 
entitled to the honey-meditation and the like.! 


Here ends the section entitled ‘The honey and the rest ' (8). 


1 The Madhu-vidyd, or the ropresentation of the sun as the honey extracted 
from all the Vedas, as taught first to Prajdpati by Brahmd, then to Manu by 
Prajadpati, and then to his descendants by Manu, and to Udddlaka Aruni by his 
father (Vide Chand. 3.11.4) is given in Chand 3.1.3.11. It begins: ‘ Verily, the 
sun is the honey of the gods. Its cross-beam is the heaven. The ether is the 
honey-comb. The rays are the sons (i.e. the sons of bees)’ (Chand. 3.1.1), and 
goes on to represent tho castern rays of the sun, its red form, as extracted from 
the Rg-veda; the southern rays of the sun, its white form, from the Yajur-veda; 
the western rays of the sun, its dark form, from the Sdma-veda; the northern 
rays of the sun, its exceedingly dark form, from the Atharva-veda; and the up- 
wards rays of the sun, its centre, from the Upanisads (Chand. 3.1-3.5). After 
that the different forms of the sun aro designated as the objects of enjoyment 
for Vasus, Rudras, Adityas, Maruts and Sddhyas who respectively enter into and 
arise from those forms (Chand. 3.6-3.10). Finally, in the concluding section 
the sun is represented as standing in the middle, without rising or setting, and 
as neither rising nor setting for one knows this Brahma-upanisad ( — secret of 
Brahman) (Chand. 3.11). 

(1) Here the opponent’s view is that Vasus and the rest are enjoined hero 
as the objects of worship (Chand. 3.6—3.10) and hence they themselves cannot 
be the worshippers. 

The answer to this objection is that the Madhu-vidyd has two sections. 
The first section (viz. Chand. 3.6-3.10) designates Brahman in His effected 
state, i.e. as appearing in the forms of Vasus and the rest. The second section 
(viz. Chand. 3.11) designates Brahman in His causal state, i.o. as abiding in 
the sun as its Inner Self. And the concluding designation of the Madhu-vidyà 
as a 'Brahma-upanisad', proves that the meditations on the Vasus and the rest 
too are really meditations on Brahman as abiding within them. Hence Brahman 
is really the object to be meditated throughout in the Madhu-vidyd, and as such 
Vasus and the rest can be worshippers here, i.e. can practise the Madhu-vidyd. 


13 
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Samkara 


Interpretation different, viz. 'Badar&yana (maintains) the exis- 
tence (of right on the part of the gods), for (although the gods have 
no right to the Madhu-vidyà and the rest, in which they themselves 
are implicated, yet there is (their right to the pure knowledge of 
Brahman")! Thus, Samkara does not admit that the gods are 
entitled to the Madhu-vidyà as Nimbàrka does. The view of the 
latter as we have seen, is that the gods are entitled not only to the 
knowledge of Brahman in general, but also to those vidyàs in which 
they themselves are implicated. 


Bhaskara 


Interpretation of ‘asti hi’ different, viz. for there is 
(scriptural evidence that the gods are entitled to the Madhu-vidya 
and the rest) ’.? 


€ 


ES CR 


Adhikarana 9: The section entitled ‘The exclu- 
sion of the Südras'. (Sütras 34-41) 
SOTRA 34 


“ HIS GRIEF (AROSE) ON ACCOUNT OF HEARING ITS DISRESPECT, ON 
ACCOUNT OF HASTENING AT THAT TIME, FOR THIS IS WHAT IS 
INDICATED (BY THE TERM ''SODRA ")." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


It is not to be supposed, on the ground ? that in the Chandogya 
the term ‘Sidra’ is applied by a preceptor to one desirous of salvation, 


— 


(2) The opponent resumes: Even if Brahman and none else, be the object 
of meditation here, yet Vasus cannot be held to be practising the Madhu-vidya, 
since the fruit of Madhu-vidyd is the attainment of Vasu-hood, etc. and why should 
those who are already Vasus, etc. strive to be so again. 

The answer is that they may be Vasus and so on in the present age, but 
at the same time be desirous of holding the same position in a future age also, 
and of finally attaining Brahman. It is this desire of attaining Vasu-hood, etc. 
first and then Brahman which leads them to practise the Madhu-vidyd. 

l'Yady.api madhv-ddi-vidydsu devatddi-vya-misrdsu. asambhavo’ dhikd- 
rasya, tathdpi asti hi éuddháydm Brahmavidyáyàám sambhavah’. 

S.B. 1.3.33, p. 367. 
3 Bh. B. 1.3.33, p. 60. 3 Here the éair-suffix implies reason. 
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that a Sidra ! is entitled to the knowledge of Brahman. Because 
of “‘his’’,? i.e. of Jànaéruti's, desire for salvation, on hearing the dis- 
respectful words used by the swan; and because of his hastening 
towards, for that reason, to the preceptor at that very moment,— 
* jt is indicated " that his grief had arisen and that was what was 
meant by the address ‘Sidra’. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now the following question is being considered: Just as it has 
been said that the gods are entitled to the knowledge of Brahman, as 
the term ‘God’ is mentioned in the text: ‘Then, whosoever among 
the gods is awakened’ (Brh. 1.4.10), so whether or not a Südra too 
is entitled to the knowledge of Brahman, seeing that in the Chàn- 
dogya, the word ‘éidra’ is mentioned in reference to Janaéruti who 
desired for salvation. 

If it be suggested: The word '$üdra' being mentioned in the 
Chàndogya under the Samvarga-vidyà in the passages: '''Oh! the 
necklace and the carriage be yours, O Sidra, together with the cows” ' 
(Chand. 4.2.3), *'*You have brought these, O Sūdra ” !' (Chand. 4.2.3) ; 
a Sidra too must be entitled to the knowledge of Brahman, it being 
possible for him also to be a seeker 8. And, he may gain the know- 
ledge of the nature, etc. of Brahman through the hearing of tradition 
and the rest, in accordance with the statement of the ancient ones: 
‘He should make the four castes hear, beginning with the Brahmana’ 
(Maha. 12.12360a 4), and, the statement of Hari-Vamsa: ‘One who is 
Südra by birth should attain a good end through hearing’, which 
lays down an injunction with regard to the hearing of Brahman by 
him also. The prohibition contained in the passage: ‘Hence, a 
Sidra is not to be initiated to a sacrifice’ (Tait. Sam. 7.1.15), is 
concerned simply with his disqualification with regard to acts like 
sacrifices to be performed by means of fire, but is not a cause of his 


1 'The fourth and the lowest caste. 

2 Here the genitive case implies an agent (kartr) in accordance with Pan. 
2.3.65, SD. K. 023. 

3 That is, just as it has been shown that gods are entitled to the knowledgo 
of Brahman, since they desire (arthins) for salvation, so the Südras too desire for 
salvation and are as such entitled to the same knowledge. 

4 P. 81, line 4, vol. 3. 6 P. 241, line 21, vol. 2. 
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disqualification for knowledge, as knowledge is mental, and as Vidura ! 
and the rest, as well as women like Sulabha ? and so on are found to 
possess the knowledge of Brahman,— 

We reply: A Sidra is not entitled to the knowledge of Brahman 
for the following reasons: First, he lacks the requisite fitness, not 
having the knowledge of the nature of Brahman and the method of 
worshipping Him. Secondly, although the worship of Brahman may 
be accomplished mentally, yet the knowledge of the nature, etc. of 
Brahman is generated by the study of the Veda, preceded by the 
investiture with the holy thread. Finally, a Sidra being excluded 
from investiture, is not fit for knowing Brahman and as such his seeking 
is of no great value. As the injunctions regarding work hold good 
in the case of the first three classes, the prohibition holds good equally 
with regard to knowledge as with regard to work. Also, as in accord- 
ance with the statement: ‘The Veda is to be confirmed by tradition 
and Purana’ (Maha. 1.260 3), tradition and Purana, too, confirm the 
knowledge established by the Veda, a Sidra cannot attain knowledge 
from that too. The injunction about the ‘hearing’, on the other 
hand, simply means that such a ‘hearing’ has the effect of destroying 
a Südra's sins and securing prosperity for him, here or hereafter; 
and not that he is entitled to meditation or knowledge. The possession 
of knowledge by Vidura and the rest should be known to be due to the 
non-destruction of the knowledge which they attained in another 
birth, and their such low births should be known to be due to their 
works which had begun to bear fruits. Hence a Sidra is not entitled 
to the knowledge of Brahman. 

On the other hand, the term ‘Sidra’, mentioned in Seripture, 
is to be explained thus: This the reverend author of the aphorisms 
states in the words: “ grief", and so on. “For” implies the reason, 
and "his", means Jünaóruti Pautr&áyanas. That is, on hearing the 
disrespectful words used by the swan for his want of knowledge of 
Brahman, thus: *'*O, who is that man of whom you speak, as if he 
were Raikva, with the cart" ?' (Chand. 4.1.3), Jànaéruti at once 


1 Vidura was the younger brother of Dhrtardstra and Pándu. He was the 
son of Vydsa and a slave-girl, who was dressed as one of the widows of Vicitra- 
viryya, and mistaken by Vydsa as such. Vide Mahé. 1.4301, ete. 

2 Sulabhá was female mendicant who entered into a highly learned discourse 
with Janaka. Vide Maha. 12.11854 et seg. (Chap. 321). 

3 P. 10, line 11, vol. I. 
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hastened to Raikva, the man with the cart and a knower of Brahman. 
From this, it is “ indicated ” that his “ grief’’ had arisen. Hence, the 
address 'Südra' was applied by the sage to a non-Südra, with a view 
to intimating his own omniscience, thinking: ‘This Jànasruti has come 
to learn the knowledge of Brahman from me, tempting me with the 
offering of riches. He does not know me, that I have performed all 
my duties and am omniscient’. Thus, (the whole story goes:), 
Janasruti Pautráyana was a royal saint, versed in religious duties. 
Certain divine sages, pleased with his multitude of qualities, and 
intending that having heard their conversation, and having thereupon 
approached Raikva, the knower of Brahman, Janasruti, too, would 
become a knower of Brahman, assumed the forms of swans and began 
to fly in a circle over the king who was lying on the roof of his palace 
in summer. Then, the swan which was following said with surprise 
to the one which was leading: ‘ʻO Bhallàksa, Bhallàksa, do you not 
see the light of the king Janaéruti which has pervaded the region 
of the heaven? That light will burn you, so do not cross it’. On 
hearing these words of the one following it, the leading swan replied : 
* *O, who is that man of him you speak as if he were Raikva, with the 
cart " ?* (Chand. 4.1.3), i.e. you speak of this Jánasruti as if he were 
Raikva with the cart, meaning, the reverend Raikva who has a 
‘yugva’ or a cart and is a knower of Brahman. By the adjective 
‘with a cart’, Raikva’s mark was indicated, in order that he might 
be easily found out and approached. Then, on hearing the disres- 
pectful words used by the swan, Jànaéruti too, ascertained, in the 
morning, the whereabout of Raikva through his man, and repaired 
to the sage Raikva, taking with him six hundred cows, a necklace and 
a chariot yoked with horses; and having approached him, said:‘O 
Raikva! Take all these cows and the rest, and teach me, O reverend 
sir’, Raikva replied: ‘ “O, the necklace ’’’ (Chand. 4.2.3) and so on, 
i.e. ‘O Sidra, the heap of wealth, like the chariot and the rest, together 
with the cows be yours’. And he addressed him as ‘O Sidra’ more 
than once (viz. again in Chand. 4.2.5). A ‘Sidra’ is one who grieves 
(Socati), and the word is formed in accordance with the rule: 

“When the root “ suc ” is followed by the suffix “ra”’, the ' ca" 
is replaced by “da ”’ (SD. K. Unadi-siitra 1761), and the vowel ‘u’ is 
lengthened (in accordance with the unadi-siitra 1752). Hence “his ", 


1 P. 599, vol. 2. 2 Thus, £uc--ra = éid-+ra = éüdra. 
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i.e. Jánaéruti's grief alone ‘‘ was indicated " by Raikva, with a view 
to pointing out Janaéruti’s fitness for receiving instruction, and not 
his connection with any caste,—this is the sense.! 


SÜTRA 35 


“ (JANASRUTI WAS NOT A SODRA) ALSO BECAUSE WE KNOW OF 
(urs) KSATRIYAHOOD FROM THE INDICATION, (VIZ. THE FACT OF 
HIS BEING MENTIONED) LATER ON WITH CAITRARATHA." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“ Because we know of the Ksatriyahood "' of Janaégruti '' from the 
indication " viz. that 'later on' he was mentioned together with 
Caitraratha Abhipratàrin, Ksatriya, in the passage: ‘Now, when 
Saunaka Kapeya and Abhipratàrin Kaksaseni were being served 
food, a religious student begged of them’ (Chand. 4.3.5 2), Jànaéruti 
was not a Südra. 

Vedanta-kaustubha 


From this reason also, the author, points out, the Ksatriyahood 
of Jaénagruti is known. : 

His grief alone has arisen; hence he was called a *Südra' by the 
sage; this being so, the Südrahood of Janaéruti was not due to this 
caste. Why? ‘‘ Because we know of (his) Ksatriyahood " ; i.e. also 
because we know of his Ksatriyahood from the fact that in the intro- 
ductory passage, viz. ‘A plentiful giver, one preparing many food’ 
(Chand. 4.1.1), he is known to be a lord of gifts and a giver of much 
well-cooked food, from the fact of his sending the door-keeper, known 
from the passage: ‘He said to the door-keeper’ (Chand. 4.1.5) and 
from the fact of his giving golden ornaments, chariot and daughter to 
Raikva. Having, thus, stated the marks contained in the introduc- 
tory text and proving the Ksatriyahood of Janasruti, the author goes 
on to show the mark, contained in the concluding text of the samvarga- 
vidya, according to the maxim of the ‘crow’s eye',?—the term “and ” 


a — ÁMÀÀ— T v ——HÀ—À 


1 Vide Chand. 4.1-4.2. 

3 S, R, Bh, Sk, B. 

3 The maxim of the ‘crow’s eye’ means as follows: Crows are supposed to 
have only one eye, which as occasion requires, moves from the cavity on one side 
into that of another. The maxim is used of a word which appears only once 
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(in the sūtra) referring to both—, in the words: ‘‘ And from the indica- 
tion, (viz. the fact of his being mentioned) later on with Caitraratha ”’ ; 
i.e. “from the indication ’’, viz. that Jānaśruti was mentioned together 
with Caitraratha who is ascertained to be a Ksatriya from the fact 
of his association with a well-known priest of Ksatriyas. Thus, in 
the concluding text, viz.: ‘Now, when Saunaka Kapeya and Abhi- 
pratarin Kaksaseni were being served food by a cook,! a religious 
student begged of them’ (Chand. 4.3.5), Caitraratha, named Abhi- 
pratarin is mentioned. This is the sense: On the enquiry: ‘who were 
the two that were being served’ ‘by the cook’, i.e. by one who superin- 
tends over the oven ?—the text says: Sunaka’s descendant, the priest 
of the Kapi clan, and Kaksasena's descendant, named Abhipratàrin, 
the king. When these two sat down to eat, they were asked for alms. 

If it be asked: Whence do you know that Abhipratàrin was a 
Caitraratha ? (a descendant of Citraratha),—we reply: He was so, 
because of his connection with Kapeya, (ie. descendant of Kapi), 
the priest of Citraratha. From the text: ‘The Kàpeyas made Citra- 
ratha perform sacrifice by this’ (Tànd. Br. 20.12.5 2), it is well-known 
that the Kapeyas were the priests of Citraratha. The term ‘by this’ 
means ‘by the Dvi-ratra ’. 

If it be objected: Very well, let Abhipratàrin be Caitraratha 
because of his connection with a priest of Citra; but what proof is 
there of his Ksatriyahood ?—(we reply): The text: ‘From him was 
born a king of Ksatriyas, named Caitraratha’, is the proof. The words 
‘from him’ mean ‘from Citraratha’. 

A Ksatriya being referred to in the ond, Jànasruti, mentioned in 
the beginning, too, must be a Ksatriya, since in one and the same 
vidya there is the mention, as a rule, of persons of the same class,— 
this is the meaning of the aphorism. Moreover, the Ksatriyahood 
of Abhipratàrin being ascertained in the end on the ground of his 


in a sentence, but which applies to two portions of it, or to two persons or things, 
fulfilling a double purpose. The maxim may be said to approximate to tho 
English one of ‘ killing two birds with one stone’. Vide L.N., Part I, pp. 12-13. 
Likewise, here the phrase: ‘ Ksatriyatvdvagateh’ fulfils a double purpose, meaning 
both ‘on account of knowing the Kegatriyahood of Caitraratha Abhipratarin’, 
and ‘on account of knowing the Kgatriyahood of Jánaéruti'. See p. 200, n. 1. 

1 The word ‘ sidena’ not found in the original text. Vide Chand. 4.3.6, 
p. 189. 

2 P. 561, vol. 2. 
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association with Kapeya, a Bráhmana, the Ksatriyahood of Janaégruti, 
too, is ascertained in the beginning on the ground of his association 
with Raikva,—this is the sense.! 


COMPARISON 
Ràmánuja and Srikantha 


Reading different, viz. They break it into two different sütras: 
' Ksatriyatv&à gates ca’ (sūtra 34), and ' uttaratra-lihgat ’ (sūtra 35 2). 


Bhaskara 


Reading different, viz. 'Ksatriyatvà- ones BS a ar ca. eo S 
instead of ‘Ksatriyatva-avagates ca 


SOTRA 36 


‘ ON ACCOUNT OF THE REFERENCE TO PURIFICATORY RITES, AND 
ON ACCOUNT OF THE DECLARATION OF THEIR ABSENCE (IN THE 
CASE OF A Sopra), (A SODRA IS NOT ENTITLED TO THE KNOWLEDGE 
or BRAHMAN).” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“ On account of the reference to the purificatory rites " of investi- 
ture with the holy thread in the section concerned with knowledge, 


1 Thus, altogether three reasons are advanced—why Jdnasruti is to be taken 
as a Kegatriya :— 
(a) In the beginning, Jdnaégruti is said to be practising charity, feeding people 
on a large scale, which proves him to be a Kgatriya. 
(b) In the end, Abhipratdrin is mentioned, and Abhipratdrin being a Ksatriya, 
Jdnaégruti must be so, since persons of the class are entitled to the same Vidyd. 
(c) Abhipratarin, mentioned in the end, is said to be a Ksatriya, because of 
his connection with a Bráhmana (viz. Kdpeya), and hence Jdnasruti, mentioned 
in the beginning must be so, because of his connection with a Brdhmana (viz. 
Ravkva). 
2 Sri. B. 1.3.34-35, pp. 337-338, Part 1, Madras ed. Some editions read 
* Kgatriyatva-avagatesca’. Vide Bombay ed., p. 326. 
The Benares of V.D., reads ‘ Ksatriyatva-gated ca’ (p. 60); but the Brin- 
davan ed. of V.S., reads ' Ksatriyatva-avagateá ca’ (p. 40). 
Sk. 1.3.34-35, pp. 438, 480, Part 5. 
3 Bh. B. 1.3.34, p. 07. 
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thus: ‘He invested him, forsooth, with the holy thread’ (Sat. Br. 
11.5.3.131) and so on; “and on account of the declaration of their 
absence" thus: ‘A Sidra, belongs to the fourth caste and is once- 
born (G.D.S. 10.502), * And he is not fit for a purificatory rite’ 
(Manu 10.126 8),—a Südra is not entitled to knowledge. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


In the previous aphorism, the disqualification of a Sidra for the 
knowledge of Brahman has been established on the ground of reason. 
Now, his disqualification is being proved on the ground of Scripture, 
etc. as well. 

A Sidra is not entitled to knowledge. Why? “On account of 
the reference to purificatory rites," i.e. on account of the reference to 
the purificatory rites of investiture with the holy thread in sections 
‘concerned with knowledge, thus ‘He invested him, forsooth, with the 
holy thread’ (Sat. Br. 11.5.3.13). But, then, is it to be supposed 
that a Sidra, too, is entitled to investiture? To this it is replied: 
** On account of the declaration of their absence ”, i.e. on account of 
the depiction of the absence, in the case of a Sidra, of purificatory 
rites like investiture with the holy thread and the rest, in the passages : 
‘In a Sidra there is no sin and he is not fit for a purificatory rite’ 
(Manu. 10.126). ‘A Sadra belongs to the fourth caste and is once- 
born’ (G.D.S. 10.50) and so on. The investiture with the holy 
thread is designated in the case of others in the passage: 'Let one 
invest a Brahmana with the holy thread at the age of eight, a Ksatriya 
at eleven, and a Vaidya at twelve’ (Aé. G.S. 17.1.3-4 4). 

Hence, the reference to investiture with the holy thread fits in 
in the sections concerned with knowledge. 


1 P. 861, lino 19. 2 P.]14, line 8. 
S, R, Bh, SK, B. S, R, Bh, Sk. 
3 P. 419. 4 p. 73. 


S, R, Bh, Sk. 
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SUTRA 37 


“AND BECAUSE OF (GAUTAMA’S) PROCEEDING (TO INITIATE J ABALA) 
ON THE ASCERTAINMENT OF THE ABSENCE OF THAT (VIZ. HIS 
SODRAHOOD), (A SODRA IS NOT ENTITLED TO THE KNOWLEDGE OF 
BRAHMAN).”’ 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Moreover, ‘‘ because of" Gautama’s “ proceeding’’ to invest 
Jābāla with the holy thread and to teach him, only “on the ascer- 
tainment of the absence " of his Südrahood,—here, too, a Sidra is 
not indeed entitled to the knowledge of Brahman. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


For this reason too, says the author, a Südra is not entitled to the 
knowledge of Brahman. ` 

Fatherless Jābāla, desirous of salvation, and about to approach 
a preceptor, asked his mother with a view to learning his lineage. 
‘Of what lineage am I?’ She too, unaware of his lineage, replied: 
‘L do not know’. Jàbála too, having approached Gautama, said: 
“Reverend Sir ! I wish to stay in your place as a student of sacred know- 
ledge’. Then, being asked by him: ‘Of what lineage are you ?’ 
Jàbàla said: ‘Sir, I do not know of what lineage I am,’ and so on. 
Thus, when Jàbàla had spoken the truth, and when, thereby, the 
absence of Jabala’s Südrahood had been ascertained thus: ‘“A non- 
Brahmana cannot speak thus" ' (Chand. 4.4.51), then only Gautama 
proceeded to invest Jàbüla with the holy thread and teach him with 
the words: ‘“‘Fetch the fuel, my child. I shall invest you with 
the holy thread. You have not deviated from truth’’’ (Chand. 
4.4.5 2). Hence, a Sidra is not entitled to knowledge. 


1 Correct quotation:' . . . . wivaktum arhati’. Vide Chand. 4.4.5, 
p. 196. 
2 Vide Chànd. 4.4 for the whole story. 
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SUTRA 38 


* ON ACCOUNT OF THE PROHIBITION OF HEARING, STUDYING, AND 
(LEARNING) THE MEANING (OF THE VEDA), (A SÜDRA IS NOT 
ENTITLED TO THE KNOWLEDGE OF BRAHMAN)." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


A Sidra is not entitled to the knowledge of Brahman, “on account 
of the prohibition of the hearing ” and so on of the Veda on his part, 
in the text: ‘One should not study (the Veda) in the vicinity of a 
Südra' (V.Sm. 18.9 1) and so on. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


For this reason, too, a Sidra is not entitled to the knowledge of 
Brahman. For what reason? ‘On account of the prohibition of 
hearing" and the rest on the part of a Südra, in the passage ‘A 
cemetery, endowed with feet, is, verily, a Südra.? Hence one should 
not study (the Veda) in the vicinity of à Südra' (V.Sm. 18.9), ‘Hence 
a Sidra is a beast,? not fit for sacrifices’ and on so. The sense (of 
the first passage) is: A 'cemetery' that is 'endowed with feet', i.e. 
capable of moving, ‘is a Südra', in whose presence one should not 
even study the Vedas. The sense is that the hearing of the Veda, 
the study of it, the performance of the religious duties mentioned 
therein, are prohibited, all the more, to a Südra. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara, Bhaskara and Baladeva 
They treat this sütra and the next as one siitra.4 
1 P. 216, line 20. S, R, Bh, SK, B. 
2 Reading slightly differs, viz. ' Eka vat tac-chmaéánam |. . . ' (p. 216). 


3 * Bahu-pasuh pasu sadráa iti arthah. Sri. B. 1.3.38, p. 339, Part I. 
4 S.B. 1.3.38, p. 376; Bh. B. 1.3.38, p. 68; GB. 1.3.38. 
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SOTRA 39 


* AND ON ACCOUNT OF SMRTI.” 


Vedànta -parijata -saurabha 


* And on account of the Smrti ", viz. ‘One should not teach him 
sacred duties ' (Manu 4.8061; V.Sm. 18.12 2), 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


“And on account of the Smrti ", viz. ‘One should not teach him 
sacred duties, nor sacred vows’ (Manu 4.806; V.Sm. 18.12), ‘One 
should not impart knowledge to a Sidra’ (Manu 4.80a ; V.Sm. 18.12) 
and so on. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘The exclusion of Südras' (9). 


Adhikarana 6 resumed: The section entitled 
'Whatis measured'resumed. (Sütras 40-41) 


SÜTRA 40 


* ON ACCOUNT OF THE SHAKING.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


What is measured, is to be known as the Supreme Person, He 
being the shaker of the entire universe, and because the words ‘great’ 
and the rest are found used. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


After having completed the incidental discussion about qualifica- 
tion (adhikara) in connection with the discussion about the Person, 
measured as the size of merely a thumb, begun in the aphorism ‘On 
account of the text only, what is measured (is the Lord)’ (Br. Si. 
1.3.24), the author is finishing the original discussion. 


1 P. 146. 
3 P. 217, line 1. 
R. 
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The words ‘what is measured’ are to be supplied. In the Katha- 
valli, we find the following in the section of the Person, of the size of 
merely a thumb: ‘Whatever there is, the whole world, emanated 
(from the vital-breath),.trembles in the vital-breath alone, the great 
fear, a thunderbolt about to be hurled. Those who know that become 
immortal’ (Katha 6.2). Here, what is measured as of the size of a 
thumb and is denoted by the term ‘vital-breath’ is none but the 
Supreme Being. Why? For the following reasons: First, “on 
account of the shaking ’’, i.e. the Lord alone is the cause of the shaking 
of the entire universe, emanated from Himself. Secondly, the term 
‘great’, which is a synonym for Brahman, has been used. Thirdly, 
the term ‘fear’ proves that the vital-breath is Brahman, for He alone 
is the cause of the fear of all, as declared by the text: ‘Through fear 
of him the fire burns, through fear the sun shines, through fear Indra, 
Wind and Death, the fifth, speed on’ (Katha 6.3); and finally, the 
Lord alone is the cause of the immortality of one who possesses know- 
ledge of Him. . 

COMPARISON 


Samkara, Bhaskara and Srikantha 


Interpretation different, viz. they take this sütra as forming a 
new adhikarana by itself, concerned with the question whether the 
term 'prána' in Katha-upanisad (6.2) denotes Brahman or not. But 
according to Nimbàrka, this sutra does not begin a new adhikarana, 
but only resumes adhikarana 6. 


Baladeva 


Interpretation different, viz. he also begins a new adhikarana 
here, concerned with the question whether the term ‘vajra’ in Katha- 
upanisad (6.2) denotes Brahman or not. 


SOTRA 41 


‘ BECAUSE OF PERCEIVING LIGHT." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Because in the text: ‘Through his light’ (Katha 5.151), ‘light’ 
is mentioned, the measured Person is the Supreme Being. 


-a 


1 R, B. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


In the very same Katha-valli, in the section of the Person measured 
as of the size of a thumb, it is declared, prior to the text about the 
vital-breath, (viz. Katha 6.2): ‘The sun does not shine there, nor the 
moon and the stars, nor do these lightnings shine, much less this fire. 
He shining, everything else shines after him. All this shines through 
his light’ (Katha 6.2).  ' Because" in this text, light, belonging 
exclusively to the Supreme Soul who is denoted by the term ‘light’, 
"is seen" (i.e. declared), it is established that what is of the size 
of merely a thumb is none but the Supreme Soul. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘What is measured ' (6). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara, Bhàskara and Srikantha 


Interpretation different, viz. they take this sütra as forming a 
new adhikarana by itself, concerned with the question whether the 
term 'light' in the Chàndogyopanisad (8.12.6) denotes Brahman or 
not.! 

Baladeva 

Interpretation different, viz. ‘(The word '' vajra" in the Katho- 
panisad must mean the Lord), because it is seen (that in a preceding 
passage He is called) light ’.2 


——— ee — 


Adhikarana 10: The section entitled ‘Some- 
thing different’. (Sütras 42—44) 
SÜTRA 42 
'"'THE ETHER (IS BRAHMAN), ON ACCOUNT OF THE DESIGNATION 
(OF IT) AS SOMETHING DIFFERENT, AND SO ON." 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


In the passage: ‘The ether, verily, is the producer of name and 
form’ (Chand. 8.14.18), the object denoted by the term ‘ether’ is the 


1 S.B. 1.3.40, pp. 380 et seq.; Bh. B. 1.3.40, p. 69; SK. B. 1.3.41, pp. 498 


et seq. Part 5. : 
2 G.B. 1.3.40. 3 $, R, Bh, Sk, B. 
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Highest Person. Why? ‘On account of the designation " of the 
Supreme Soul “as something different " from even the freed souls, — 
He being the producer of all objects possessing names and forms 
implied by the term ‘name and form’,—as well as on account of the 
designation of Brahmanhood, immortality and tho rest on its part. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Thus, by means of the aphorism: ‘On account of the text only, 
what is measured (is the Lord)’ (Br. Si. 1.3.24), the text regarding 
the Person of the size of merely a thumb has been shown to be referring 
to Brahman, and this has been confirmed once more immediatelv 
after the end of the incidental sections. Now, with a view to desig- 
nating the non-attachment and the omnipresence of the Supreme 
Self, it is being shown that the text about the ether, too, refers to 
Him. ; 

In the Chandogya, we read: ‘The ether, verily, is the producer 
of name and form. "That within which they are is Brahman, that is 
immortal, that is the soul' (Chànd. 8.14.1). Here a doubt arises, 
viz. whether by the term 'ether' the elemental ether is to be under- 
stood here, or the soul freed from the bondage of mundane existence, 
or the Supreme Soul. If it be said that the elemental ether is to be 
understood, since the term 'ether' is well-known to denote that 
alone,—(we reply:) no, on account of the term 'soul'. What then 
should be understood? If it be suggested: the freed soul, Why? 
For the following reasons: First, the freed soul alone has been men- 
tioned previously as the topic of discussion, in the passage: 'Shaking 
off (evils) as a horse shakes off his hairs’ (Chand. 8.13.1),—the phrase: 
“That within which they are’ means: That soul, freed from mundane 
existence, from which ‘they’, i.e. name and form ‘are different’ 
(antara), i.e. outside. Further, the discarding of the well-known name 
and form is possible on the part of the soul in its state of release, as 
declared by the passage: ‘Just as the flowing rivers, discarding name 
and form’ (Mund. 3.2.8). And, finally, the term ‘ether’, too, is 
appropriate with regard to the freed soul, it being possessed of fully 
manifest knowledge. The phrase: ‘That is Brahman, that is immortal’ 
denotes the state of salvation. ' 


(Author’s conclusion.) 


We reply: The meaning of the term ‘ether’ here can fittingly 
be the Supreme Soul alone. Why? ‘“‘On account of the designation 
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dof it) as something different ", i.e. on account of the designation of 
the object denoted by the term ‘ether ’,—which is untouched by name 
and form, as evident from the phrase: ‘That within which they are '; 
and is the producer of name and form, as evident from the phrase: 
‘The producer of name and form’,—as different from the object which 
is devoid of the power of being a producer, since during its state of 
bondage, the soul, partaking of name and form as subject to karmas, 
is not itself capable of producing, i.e. revealing, name and form ;— 
to do so being all the more impossible on its part during its state of 
release. That the activities in connection with (the creation and the 
rest) of the Universe, are impossible on its part, will be expressly stated 
later on.! On the other hand, that the Supreme Soul, an adept in 
the creation of the entire Universe, is such a producer, is well-estab- 
lished by Scripture itself, thus: ''' Having entered with this living 
soul, let me evolve name and form"'' (Chand. 6.3.2), ‘From him 
arose—2 this name, form and food' (Mund. 1.1.9) "The Wise One, 
who abides conceiving all forms, giving names, and declaring (them) ' 
(Tait. Ar. 3.12.73). The ‘ether’ is Brahman also on account of the 
‘designation, in the text, of the exclusive qualities of the Lord, such 
as, being eternally manifest, greatness, immortality and the rest, 
implied by the term “and so on” (in the siitra). Nor has the freed 
soul been mentioned before as the topic of discussion, the Supreme 
Soul alone being the topic, as evident from the passage: ‘I attain 
the world of Brahman’ (Chand. 8.13.1), and the term ‘ether’, too, 
being well-known to denote the Supreme Soul alone, it being all- 
pervasive and non-attached. 


SÜTRA 43 


"(AND ON ACCOUNT OF THE DESIGNATION OF BRAHMAN) AS 
DIFFERENT (FROM THE INDIVIDUAL SOUL) IN DEEP SLEEP AND 
DEPARTURE.” 

Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


And on account of the designation of the omniscient '' as different ”’ 
from the non-knower '' in deep sleep and departing ”. 
aa ce a ee Sh ey 

1 Vide Br. Su. 4.4.17. 

3 Correct quotation: ' Tasmád etat Brahma . . . ^". Vide Mund. 1.1.9, 
p. 10. 
3 P. 199. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be objected: Since it is found from a consideration of the 
meaning of the text ‘Thou art that’ (Chand. 6.8.7, etc.1) that there 
cannot possibly be anything different from Brahman, how can it be 
said: ‘On account of the designation (of Brahman) as something 
different and so on”? (Br. Si. 1.3.42)— 

(We reply): True. In spite of there being non-difference between 
the individual soul, which is a part of Brahman, and Brahman, owing 
to the fact that the individual soul has no existence, activity and the 
rest apart from Brahman,—its difference from Him, too, is inevitable, 
possessing as it does its own peculiar qualities,—so says the reverend 
author of the aphorisms. 

The words “on account of the designation” are to be supplied. 
(The individual soul and Brahman are different from each other,) 
on account of the designation of the Supreme Soul, the omniscient, 
as “different” from the individual soul, the non-knower, ''in deep 
sleep", in the passage: ‘Embraced by the Intelligent Soul, he does 
not know anything external, nor anything internal' (Brh. 4.3.21), 
and “in departure", in the passage: ‘Mounted by the Intelligent 
Soul, it goes groaning’ (Brh. 4.3.35). ‘Mounted’ means superin- 
tended, 'groaning' means making frightful sounds, or sounds of 
hiccough. It is not possible that the non-knowing soul, sleeping or 
departing, can at the same time, becoming intelligent, embrace or 
mount itself,'or that another individual soul can do so, omniscience 
being impossible on the latter's part as well. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


Interpretation different, viz. according to them, this adhikarana 
is concerned with the question whether the Brhadaranyaka text 
4.3.7 refers to the Supreme Soul, or not.? 


1 Also occurs in Chand. 6.9.4, 6.10.3, 6.11.3, 6.12.3, 6.13.3, 6.14.3, 6.15.3, 
8.16.3. 
2 S.B. 1.3.42, pp. 382; Bh. B. 1.3.42, p. 70. 
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SÜTRA 44 


* ON ACOOUNT OF WORDS LIKE ‘LORD’ AND THE REST." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


On account of the designation of the Supreme Soul as different 
from the individual soul by the texts: ‘The Lord of all’ (Brh. 4.4.22, 
5.0.11), ‘The ruler of all’ (Brh. 4.4.22 2), it is established that He 
alone is the ether. 


Here ends the third section of the first ris in the Vedànta- 
pàrijáta-saurabha, an interpretation of the Sàriraka-mimümsà- 
texts composed by the reverend Nimbarka. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The author dwells on the difference between the individual soul 
and Brahman. 

There is indeed a difference between the individual soul and the 
Supreme Soul. Why? “On account of words like ‘lord’ and the 
rest", i.e. on account of texts like: ‘The Lord of all’ (Brh. 4.4.22, 
5.0.1), ‘The controller of all’ (Brh. 4.4.22), ‘The ruler of all’ 
(Brh. 4.4.22), ‘He rules all this’ (Brh. 5.6.1), ‘He is the Lord of 
all’ (Brh. 4.4.22) and so on. 

Though already shown above, we shall speak of this difference- 
non-difference in detail later on.2 Hence, it is established that on 
account of the designation of the Lord as something different and so 
on, the meaning of the term ‘ether’ is none but the Supreme Lord. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘Something different ' (10). 
Here ends the third section of the first chapter in the Vedanta- 
kaustubha, a commentary on the Sáriraka-mimámsà, and 
composed by the reverend teacher Srinivàsa. 


1 &, R, Bh, SK, B. 
3 Op. cit. 
3 Vide e.g. V.K. 1.4.9, 1.4.20, 1.4.21, 2.1.13, 2.1.21, eto. 
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COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


Interpretation different, viz. the same topic continued.! 


Résumé 


The third section of the first chapter contains: 
(1) 44 sütras and 10 adhikaranas, according to Nimbàrka. 
(2) 43 siitras and 13 adhikaranas, according to Samkara. 
(3) 44 sütras and 10 adhikaranas, according to Rāmānuja. 
(4) 43 sütras and 13 adhikaranas, according to Bhaskara. 
(5) 44 sütras and 11 adhikaranas, according to Srikantha. 
(6) 43 sütras and 10 adhikaranas, according to Baladeva. 


Samkara, Bhàskara and Baladeva read the sütras 38 and 39 in 
Nimbàrka's commentary as one sütra. 

Rāmānuja and Srikantha read the sütras 2 and 3 in Nimbarka’s 
commentary as one sütra, while breaking the sütra 35 in the same 
as two different sütras. 


1 S.B. 1.3.43, p. 385; Bh. B. 1.3.43, p. 70. 


FIRST CHAPTER (Adhyaya) 
FOURTH QUARTER (Pada) 


Adhikarana 1: The section entitled ‘What is 
derived from inference'. (Sütras 1-7) 


SUTRA 1 


“ IF IT BE OBJECTED THAT WHAT IS DERIVED FROM INFERENOE 
(VIZ. PRADHANA), TOO, (IS MENTIONED IN THE TEXTS) OF SOME 
(BRANOHES), (WE REPLY:) NO, BECAUSE OF UNDERSTANDING 
WHAT IS PUT DOWN IN THE SIMILE OF THE BODY, AND (THE TEXT) 
SHOWS (THIS).”’ 

Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If it be objected that in a text of the Katha-branch, viz. ‘Higher 
than the great (mahat) is the unmanifest (avyakta), higher than the 
unmanifest is the Person (purusa)’ (Katha 3.11 1), '* What is derived 
from inference” ?, i.e. pradhàna, '' too”, is found mentioned,9— 

(We reply :) “ No”, because in accordance with the text: ‘ Know 
the soul to be the lord of the chariot and the body to be the chariot' 
(Katha 3.3 *), the body, which is put down in the simile of the chariot, 
is understood by the term 'unmanifest'. “And” having demon- 
strated the mode of subduing the sense-organs, the text “shows”, 
in the concluding portion 5, that what had been previously contrived 
through the simile (viz. the body), is understood here, thus: ‘A 
wise man should restrain speech in the mind, that he should restrain 
in the intelligent soul, the intelligent soul in the great (mahat), that 
he should restrain in the tranquil soul' (Katha 3.13 7). 

1 É, R, Bh, SK, B. 

2 For, why pradhana is called 'ánumánikea', see footnote 1, p. 42. 


3 Cf. Br. Sa. 1.1.5, which contends that predhüna is ‘agabda’ or not 
mentioned in Scripture. 


* S, R, Bh, SK, B. 

5 C.S.S. ed. reads ' vákya-éesab ' (p. 19). 

€ ' Rüpaka-parikalpitaam grahanam’ is evidently a misprint. All other 
editions read 'rüpaka-parikalpita-grahanam', meaning 'rüpaka-parikalpitaeya 
grahanam’. Vide e.g. C.S.S. ed. (p. 19). 

* S, R, Bh, $E, B. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


In this manner, it has been shown above, under three sections, 
that the scriptural texts all refer to Brahman, possessing the sentient 
and the non-sentient as His powers, an ocean of natural, infinite and 
inconceivable auspicious qualities, untouched by any material qualities 
and the cause of the world. Now again, in the fourth section, by 
showing ! that those texts too which apparently seem to establish 
pradhana—which is demonstrated by the doctrine of Kapila and is 
independent of Brahman,—all refer really to Brahman, and by estab- 
lishing ? that pradhàna is acceptable only as dependent on Brahman, 
—the reverend author of the aphorisms is removing the false belief, 
viz. that certain words like ‘Unmanifest’ and the rest, which denote 
pradhana, being mentioned in Scripture, pradhina, admitted by the 
Samkhyas, is neither non-scriptural, nor derived from inference merely. 

In the Katha-valli, we find the following: 'Higher than the great 
(mahat) is the unmanifest (avyakta), higher than the unmanifest 
is the Person (purusa)' (Katha 3.11). Here, a doubt arises, viz. 
whether the object denoted by the word 'unmanifest' is pradhàna, 
admitted by the Sámkhyas, or the body. The prima facie view is as 
follows: Let it be pradhàna, because here we recognize the very same 
order, beginning with the great (mahat) and ending with the Person 
(purusa), which is well-known in the Kapila-smrti. If it be objected: 
The concordance of the entire Veda with regard to Brahman, the cause 
of the world, has been established duly; hence it is not possible to 
establish its connection with anything else, (the reply is:) Very well, 
let then pradhàna, 'derived from inference", (mentioned in the 
texts) ‘‘ of some" schools, be the cause of the world. So here in the 
school of the Kathakas pradhàna is understood by the term ‘un- 
manifest'. (Here ends the original prima facie view.) 

(Author's conclusion:) No". Wherefore? '' Because of under- 
standing what is put down in the simile of the body ”, i.e. because 
by the term 'unmanifest' in this text, the body, mentioned in the 
preceding text and put down as a simile, is to be understood. A 
simile means the imagination of one object as another on the ground 
of a certain similarity. Thus, compare the passages: ‘ Know the soul 
to be the lord of the chariot, the body to be the chariot; know intellect 


1 Here the éatr-suffix implies reason. 
2 See footnote 1, above. 
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to be the charioteer, and the mind to be the reins. The sense-organs, 
they say, are the horses, the objects of the senses their roads; the self, 
connected with the sense-organs and the mind, is the enjoyer, so the 
wise say. He who is devoid of understanding and ever inattentive, 
his sense-organs are uncontrollable, like the wicked horses of a cha- 
rioteer. But he who is possessed of intelligence and ever attentive, 
his sense-organs are controllable, like the good horses of a charioteer. 
He, however, who is devoid of understanding, is inattentive and ever 
impure, does not attain that place, and attains mundane existence. 
But he who is possessed of understanding, is attentive and ever pure, 
attains that place whence he is not born again. A man, however, who 
has understanding as his charioteer and the mind as his reins, attains 
the end of the road, that supreme place of Visnu' (Katha 3.3; 3.9). 
In these passages, a man—who is desirous of the place of Visnu, tho 
end of the road of transmigratory existence, and who being the enjoyer 
is the principal agent—is first metaphorically represented as the lord 
of a chariot ; his body,—which is subordinate to him as the abode of 
his enjoyment,—as the chariot; and the sense-organs, intellect. and 
the rest, as the charioteer and the rest, as far as possible,—which 
shows that just as itis possible for a potter to be the creator of pots, etc. 
only when he is connected with the wheel, the stick and the rest, so 
the attributes of the soul, viz. ‘being an agent’, ‘being an enjoyer’ 
and the rest, are found to belong to it, only when it is connected with 
the body, the sense-organs, etc. and not when it is devoid of attributes, 
since it is impossible for it then to be the realizing agent,—one who 
is approaching a goal. After that, the qualities of a sentient being, 
like: ‘being an agent’, ‘being a realizing agent who is approaching 
towards a goal’ and so on, implied by its quality of ‘being an enjoyer’ 
are stated. Immediately after, the liability of a non-knower, whose 
sense-organs are unrestrained, to transmigratory existence, and the 
fitness of a knower, whose sense-organs are restrained, for the place 
of Visnu are designated; and then the place of Visnu is pointed out 
as the object to be reached. Immediately after this, Scripture goes 
on to declare those objects which have superiority to others, in so 
far as these latter are to be controlled, in the passage: 'Higher than 
the sense-organs are the objects of senses, higher than the objects is the 
mind, higher than the mind is intellect, higher than intellect is the 
great soul. Higher than the great (mahat) is the unmanifest (avyakta), 
higher than the unmanifest is the Person (purusa), nothing is higher 
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than the Person, He is the goal, the highest course’ (Katha 3.10; 
3.11). Here, the objects, designated before as the lord of the chariot 
and the rest, are mentioned irrespective of the simile! for the sake 
of making the intended meaning clear 2. And the soul and the rest, 
metaphorically represented as the lord of the chariot and so on, are 
here referred to by those very terms (‘soul’ and so on) respectively; 
and the body, metaphorically represented as the chariot, being left 
over, is denoted by the term ‘unmanifest’ 3. Thus, the objects of 
senses, metaphorically represented as the roads, are 'higher than', 
i.e. superior to, the sense-organs, metaphorically represented as the 
horses, in so far as these latter are to be controlled, since when in 
proximity to objects of senses, the sense-organs of even a self-controlled 
man are found to incline to them once more. Higher than those even 
is the mind, metaphorically represented as the reins, since the proximity 
to objects of sense too is of little avail if the mind be not inclined to 
them. Higher than that even is intellect, metaphorically represented 
as the charioteer, since the mind, too, is of little avail in the absence 
of apprehension. Higher than that even is the soul, metaphorically 
represented as the lord of the chariot, because of its superiority as 
an agent. Since all these depend upon its will, it alone is specified 
as the ‘great’. Higher than that even is the body, metaphorically 
represented as the chariot, since all the activities of the individual 
soul in connection with all the means to salvation depend on the 
body. Higher than that even is the Person, the soul of all and the 
end of the road of transmigratory existence, since everything else, 
mentioned previously, are under His control. When He is won by 


eM ciate QU ARV NERIS ME Tet ee eA RS at i a PP PNG EE EN GAAS 


1 A krama is & kind of simile in which the comparisons exhibited correspond 
to each other in regular succession. M.W., p. 319, Col. 2. 

2 That is, in order that the intended meaning may be clearly conveyed to 
the reader, the metaphorical way of representation, resorted to above, is given 
up here, and the actual objects, the sense-organs and the rest, are directly and 
plainly stated. 

3 The argument is as follows: In Katha 3.3-3.9 the soul, the body and the 
rest, are successively compared to the lord of a chariot, a chariot and so on; 
while in Katha 3.10-3.11 the same objects, viz. the soul and so on, are mentioned 
once more, not metaphorically, but directly and plainly. Now in these latter 
verses, the soul, etc. are denoted by those very words, only there is no actual 
mention of the body. Hence, when everything else fite in, the body, the only 
remaining one on this side, must be denoted by the term ‘unmanifest’, the only 
remaining one on that side. 
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means of meditation, as directed, all the ends of a man are accomplished, 
as declared by the passage: ‘Whatever verily, be the means resorted 
to for the sake of the four ends of a man, a man, who has taken refuge 
in Narayana, attains them without it’. Hence, here the mahat, an 
effect of pradhana, is not understood by the term ‘great’; nor pradhana, 
its cause, by the term 'unmanifest'; nor puruga, admitted by the 
S&mkhyas, the twenty-fifth principle in contrast to the twenty-four 
material ones, by the term 'Person'. 'The entire Veda is in con- 
cordance with regard to this very Person, the object which one should 
desire to enquire into, and an ocean of infinite, auspicious attributes, 
there being nothing higher than Him, in accordance with the scrip- 
tural text: "There is nothing higher than the Person' (Katha 3.11), 
the Smrti passage: "There is nothing else higher than me, O Dhanafi- 
jaya’ (Gità 7.7). The Person alone is the object to be attained, in 
accordance with the scriptural text: "That is the goal, that is the 
highest course' (Katha 3.11), as well as with the declaration by the 
interpreter of the texts (viz. Nimbarka): ‘There is no other goal except 
the lotus-feet of Krsna’ (D.S. 8a). 

Having shown that the Supreme Person is difficult to be attained 
by one who is not self-controlled, while easy to be attained by one 
who is self-controlled, and having shown the mode of subduing the 
sense-organs, the text “‘ shows”, in the concluding portion, that what 
had appeared previously in the simile is understood here, (and not the 
Sàmkhya pradhàna), thus: ‘This soul, hidden in all beings, is not 
manifest, but is perceived by subtle seers through highest, subtle 
intellect. A wise man should restrain speech in the mind, that he 
should restrain in the intelligent soul, the intelligent soul in the great, 
that he should restrain in the tranquil soul’ (Katha 3.12-3.13). 
(The text means:) ‘This’, i.e. Vásudeva,—omniscient, to be approached 
by the freed souls, and without an equal or a superior, as stated in the 
text: ‘There is nothing higher than the Person, that is the goal, that 
is the highest course’ (Katha 3.11),—though present in all beings, 
‘is not manifest’, i.e. is not perceived by all, since they are not entitled 
to perceive Him. For this very reason, He is ‘hidden’,—the com- 
pound (viz. 'gürdho' tmà') is in accordance with Vedic use,—as 
declared by the Lord Himself: ‘“I am not manifest to all”’ (Gita 
7.25). If one is entitled to perceive the Lord, then alone He comes 
to be perceived; hence it is said ‘is perceived’ and so on. All the 
sense-organs, implied by the term ‘speech’, should be restrained in the 
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mind,—the long vowel (i in *manasi ’) is in accordance with Vedic use ; 
the mind in the intelligent soul, i.e. in intellect, since ‘being intelligent” 
and ‘being the soul’ are possible on the part of intellect, owing to its 
connection with the individual soul; intelligence in the great soul, 
i.e. in the individual soul; and that in the tranquil, i.e. in Brahman, 
the Universal Cause. The sense is that if in the previous case (viz. 
Katha 3.11), because of understanding! the principle ‘mahat’ by 
the term ‘great’, we understand its cause,—viz. pradhàna which is 
derived from inference,—by the term ‘unmanifest’ on the ground of 
its immediate proximity to it, then, here, too, that may be understood 
by the term ‘great’, and hence (the injunction:) ‘One should restrain 
the great in the tranquil’ should lead to undesired conclusions 2. 
Hence the concluding text, too, shows that what had previously 
appeared in the simile of the body is understood here. 


SÜTRA 2 


* BUT THE SUBTLE (BODY IS DENOTED BY THE TERM ‘ UNMANIFEST '} 
BECAUSE OF ITS FITNESS (TO BE DENOTED SO)." 


Vedànta-pàrijata-saurabha 


If it be said that the word ''unmanifest" denotes something 
subtle,—(we reply: it may denote the body too,) since the body too, 
the meaning (of the term “‘ unmanifest "), is a grosser state of something 
subtle indeed. 

Vedànta-kaustubha 


If it be objected: Although the subtle body is fit to be denoted 
by the term '' unmanifest ” since in the simile of the chariot the parts 
of the subtle body (viz. the sense-organs, the mind, etc.) 8 are under- 
stood as the parts of the chariot (viz. the horses, the reins, etc.), yet 
it cannot be said to be the chariot, On the contrary, it is the gross 
body which has been put down as the chariot. But how can it be 
understood by the term '' unmanifest”’, it being something manifest ? 


1 Here the éatr-suffix implies reason. 

2 That is, in that case the mahat would be dependent on Brahman, a conclu- 
sion which is contrary to the Sámkhya view itself. 

3 The constituents of the subtle body are the five fan-mdtras, the ten sense- 
organs, the mind, and the vital-breath. Vide V.R.M.P. 30. — 


[sd. 1. 4. 3. 
218 VEDANTA-PARIJATA-SAURABHA ADH. 1.] 


We reply: The word “ but” implies emphasis. The body is the 
gross effect, pradhàna is the subtle cause, and that alone is to be 
understood; so the term “unmanifest’’ may very well refer toit. Why? 
‘ Because of its fitness", i.e. because of the fitness of the subtle 
pradhàna to assume the form of the effect, or because of the fitness of 
the effect to assume the form of the cause. Just as in the text: ‘All 
this verily, is Brahman, emanating from Him, disappearing into Him 
and breathing in Him' (Chànd. 3.14.1), the universe, though different 
from Brahman as His effect, having been emanated from Him, is yet 
declared to be non-different from Him, so is this body, which is non- 
different from pradhàna. 

Or else, (an alternative explanation;) because of the fitness of that 
word ''unmanifest", denoting the cause, to denote the effect too !, 
as in the example: ‘Mix the soma with cows’ (Rg. V. 9.46.4 2). 


COMPARISON 
Ramaànuja 


Interpretation of ‘tad arhatvat’ different, viz. because the 
unmanifest matter alone, when it has assumed the form of the effect 
(viz. body), is fit to undertake activities, promoting the end of men, 
like à chariot.3 


SÜTRA 3 


'" (PRADHANA) HAS A MEANING ON ACOOUNT OF (ITS) DEPENDENCE 
on Him.” 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Pradhàna, taught in the Upanigads, “has a meaning on account 
of its dependence" on the Supreme Cause; while that admitted by 
others is meaningless, such is the distinction (between our pradhana 
and that of others, viz. of the Samkhyas). 


1 The argument is that the cause and the effect being non-different, a term 
denoting the one, can very well denote the other. Hence the term ‘unmanifest’, 
denoting pradhdna, the cause, can denote the body, its effect as well. 

2 P. 203, line 16. That is, the Soma is to be mixed, not with the cow, the 
cause, but with the milk, its effect. Here a word, denoting the cause, really 
stands for the effect. 

3 Sri. B. 1.4.2, p. 357, Chap. 1. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. In that case, be happy by falling in with 
the Samkhyas, since you admit the doctrine of the causality of pra- 
dhàna,—the author replies here: 

In ordinary experience, a non-sentient object, having no connec- 
tion with a sentient principle, can have no meaning, incapable as it is 
of giving rise to an effect. Never does a lump of clay assume the form 
of a pot by itself. Similarly, pradhàna, admitted by the Sàmkhyas, 
having no connection with a sentient principle and itself non-sentient, 
is not able to give rise to effects; hence, it is simply meaningless. 
Pradhàna, taught in the Upanisads, on the other hand, '' has a mean- 
ing". That has a meaning which serves the ‘meaning’, or the purpose, 
of giving rise to all effects, beginning with the mahat and ending with 
a tuft of grass. Why? “On account of (its) dependence on Him ".1 
‘That which is dependent on Him, i.e. on Brahman or Lord Vasudeva, 
sentient and the Supreme Cause, is ‘tad-adhina’, viz. pradhana, the 
state of being that (tad-adhinatva), on account of that (tad-adhi- 
natvat). 

But the dependence of pradhàna on Brahman is not like the 
dependence of atoms on Ivara, as held by the logicians, but is due 
to the relation between a power and the possessor of the power,? 
as established by the scriptural text like: ‘The own power of the 
Deity, hidden by his own qualities' (Svet. 1.3) and so on. The 
scriptural texts, establishing pradhàna as taught in the Upanisads, 
have been quoted above. 


COMPARISON 
Bhaskara 


He gives two alternative explanations of the sütra, the first of 
which tallies with the explanation given by Nimbarka. The second 
is as follows: ' But (the subtle causal body is designated as) subtle 
(in reference to the gross body), because of the fitness (of the word 
* unmanifest ” to denote it)’ (Sūtra 2). (‘Bondage and release) have 
meaning as dependent on it (viz. the subtle body)’ (Sūtra 3) ¢. 


1 The compound ‘tad-adhinatvat’ is to be explained as follows. 

2 That is, not an external and accidental relation, but an internal and 
essential one. 

3 Vide e.g. V.K. 1.1.1. 4 Bh. B. 1.4.3, p. 73. 
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Srikantha 


Interpretation different, viz. ‘(The soul, the body and the rest) 
have a meaning as dependent on Him (viz. the Lord)'.1 


SOTRA 4 


‘“ ALSO BECAUSE OF THE ABSENCE OF ANY STATEMENT OF (ITS) 
BEING AN OBJECT TO BE KNOWN." 


Vedànta-pàrijáta-saurabha 


The word ‘unmanifest’ does not denote pradhàna of the Tan- 
trikas (i.e. the Simkhyas), “ also because of the absence of any state- 
ment of its being an object to be known ". 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


For this reason also pradhàna is not denoted by the term ‘un- 
manifest’ here. Why? “Because of the absence of any statement 
of its being an object to be known." The Sàmkhyas, incoherently 
prattling that salvation arises from a right discrimination between 
prakrti ( = matter) and purusa ( = soul), say that with a view to 
the attainment of salvation, prakrti, too, should be known by one 
desiring for salvation. But pradhàna is not mentioned by the Kathas 
as an object to be known, there being the mention of the word ‘un- 
manifest’ simply. 


SOTRA 5 


"Ir IT BE OBJECTED THAT (SCRIPTURE) SPEAKS (OF PRADHANA 
AS AN OBJECT TO BE KNOWN), (WE REPLY:) NO, FOR THE INTELLI- 
GENT SOUL (IS THE OBJEOT TO BE KNOWN), ON ACCOUNT OF THE 
TOPIC." 

Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If it be objected that the text: ‘ By discerning him, who is without 
beginning, without end, higher than the great (mahat) eternal, one is 
delivered from the jaws of death’ (Katha 3.152), "speaks" of 
pradhana as an object to be known,— 


1 SK. B. 1.1.3., p. 614, Part 6. 
3 S, R, Bh, SK, B. 
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(We reply:) ‘No’. “The intelligent soul’’, i.e. the Supreme Soul, 
is here indicated as the object to be known, He being the “ topic”. 


" Vedánta-kaustubha 


It may be objected: The following text “speaks” of pradhüna 
as an object to be known, viz.: 'What is without sound, without 
touch, without form, unchangeable, likewise without taste, constant, 
and without odour, without beginning, without end, higher than the 
great (mahat), eternal, by discerning that, one is delivered from the 
jaws of death’ (Katha 3.15). It means that ‘by discerning’, i.e. 
by knowing, pradhàna,—the cause of and higher than ‘the great’, 
ie. than the principle mahat, the second principle called buddhi, 
and an effect of pradhina,—one is delivered from the jaws of death, 
i.e. from the jaws of mundane existence. 


(We reply :) “ No”, “for the intelligent soul" alone is indicated 
here as the object to be discerned. Why? ‘On account of the 
topic”, i.e. because the Supreme Soul is the topic here, as evident 
from the texts: ‘That supreme place of Visnu' (Katha 3.9), ‘ Nothing 
is higher than the Person’ (Katha 3.11), ‘The soul, hidden in all 
beings, is not manifest’ (Katha 3.12) and soon. And by the phrase: 
“Higher than the great (mahat)’, the superiority of the Supreme Soul 
to the individual soul,—mentioned previously in the passage: ‘ Higher 
than buddhi is the great soul’ (Katha 3.10),—is denoted. 


SÜTRA 6 


* AND THUS THERE ARE STATEMENT AS WELL AS QUESTION ABOUT 
THREE ALONE." 


Vedànta -párijáta-saurabha 


That in this Upanisad, “there are statement as well as question 
about three’’,—viz. the means, the end, and the realizing agent,—is 
known from a consideration of the meaning of the prior and later 
texts. Here, there is no room for determining a principle which is 
derived from inference (viz. pradhàna). 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


Here pradhána cannot be understood by the term ‘unmanifest’, 
since here in the Katha-valli, ‘‘ there is statement about three alone ”,— 
viz. the Supreme Soul, the worship of Him, and the worshipper,— 
as the objects to be designated; ‘‘ as well as question” about them as 
the objects to be known, but not about pradhana and the rest, estab- 
lished by the Sàmkhya-tantra. "Thus, when three boons were promised 
to Naciketas by Death with the words: ''*Since you have passed three 
days in my house without eating, O Brahmana, a guest to be saluted, 
salute to you, O Brihmana, may it be well with me; therefore choose 
three boons for each (night)" ' (Katha 1.9), the former asked for the 
propitiation of his father as the first boon thus: ' “May Gautama be 
tranquil-minded, well-disposed, with anger appeased towards me, 
O Death! May he cheerfully greet me, when dismissed by you,— 
this I choose as the first boon among the three”’’ (Katha 1.10). Then, 
being granted the propitiation of his father with the words: ' "Aud- 
dalaka Aruni, dismissed by me}, will be cheerful as before, he will 
sleep happily at nights, with his anger appeased"" (Katha 1.11) and 
so on, he asked for the knowledge of fire, called Naciketas, and a 
means to salvation, thus: ‘““You know, O Death, the heavenly fire ; 
tell it to me, who has faith. Those who live in the heaven-world 
partake of immortality—this I ask as the second boon"'' (Katha 1.13). 
The construction of the above text is as follows: ‘O Death!’ ‘You 
know', ie. remember and know, the 'heavenly fire', i.e. the fire 
which leads to salvation. So ‘tell that to me’, desirous as I am of 
salvation. I choose as the second boon that knowledge of the fire, 
whereby ‘those who live in the heaven-world', i.e. those to whom 
belong the heaven-world, viz. the world to be approached by the freed 
souls through the path beginning with light as stated in the fourth 
chapter 2, or the Vedàntins, ‘partake of’, ie. attain, ‘immortality’ 
or salvation. Here the word ‘heaven’ applies to salvation equally, 
this being well-known from other texts as well, such as, ‘The world 
of heaven is a golden sheath, covered with light’, ‘The knowers of 
Brahman go to Brahman, to the world of heaven’ (Brh. 4.4.8 3) 


1 That is, commanded by me. Vide $.B. on Katha: ' Matpraerstah maya 
anujfidtah san’. 

2 Vide Br. Su. 4.3.1 et seq. 

3 Correct quotation: ' Tena dhirdh apiyanti brahma-vidah svargam lokam’. 
Vide Brh. 4.4.8, p. 237. 
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and so on. Then, having obtained the knowledge of the fire, taught 
thus: ‘ *I tell it to you, learn it from me, knowing the heavenly fire, 
O Naciketas! The attainment of the infinite world, and the support" ’ 
(Katha 1.14) and so oh, he,—by means of a question regarding the 
real nature of salvation, characterized by the attainment of the 
Supreme Soul, the highest end of men,—asked, as the third boon, 
about the real nature of the object to be attained, the real nature of 
the attainer and the real nature of meditation, the means, thus: 
* *When a man is dead there is this doubt, some saying that he is, 
others that he is not. This may I know, taught by you, this is the 
third among the boons"' (Katha 1.20). Thus, when the real nature 
of salvation was asked thus, the reply given by Yama, preceded by an 
examination of Naciketa's fitness for that teaching, was as follows: 
‘ *Him, who is difficult to be seen, who is hidden, who has entered 
within, who is hidden in the cave and who dwells in the abyss, by 
knowing Him as God through the knowledge of the Yoga relating to. 
the soul, a wise man discards joy and sorrow ”’ (Katha 2.12). 

Having been thus taught, in a general mannér, Naciketas with a 
view to understanding clearly the real nature of the object to be 
attained, indicated by the word ‘God’, the real nature of the means, 
viz. knowledge, demonstrated by the phrase ‘by knowing’, and the 
real nature of the attainer, demonstrated by the words ‘wise man’, 
once more asked about meditation, different from means like merit 
and demerit, thus: ‘ “Different from the right, different from the 
non-right"' (Katha 2.14); about the object to be approached, not 
limited by time, thus ' “Different from what has been done and what 
has not been done, different from what has been and what will be’’’ 
(Katha 2.14); and also about the attainer, as this latter question is 
a question about the attainer, the sentient being as well, the latter, 
too, being eternal and included among the objects to be attained.! 

Or else, this text is concerned with a question about the object 
to be approached. Like the co-ordination of the two words ‘different’, 
mentioned in the text ' '' Different from the right, different from non- 
right" ' (Katha 2.14), there is also a co-ordination between the two. 
words ‘different’, mentioned subsequently, and so in this question 


1 That is, the last portion of Katha 2.14 is a question about both Brahman, 
the object to be attained, and the individual soul, the attainer, since the latter. 
too, is eternal and an object to be attained like the former. 
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about the object to be approached, the approaching agent and of the 
means too have been included; and hence really no less than three 
questions were asked.} 

Then, having praised the pranava by way of demonstrating 
Brahman; having depicted the real nature of the attainer, denoted by 
the pranava, and the real nature of the means, denoting the pranava ; 
and having taught the pranava once more, Yama taught the real 
nature of the attainer, in the passage: ' '' A wise man is neither born, 
nor dies. He has not arisen from anything, has not become anything. 
Unborn, eternal, constant is this ancient one, who is not killed when 
the body is killed" ' (Katha 2.25); the real nature of the object to be 
attained, in the passage beginning: ‘ “Smaller than the small, greater 
than the great is the soul placed in the cave (i.e. heart) of this creature. 
Him one who is free from active will sees, freed. from sorrow, through 
the grace of the Creator, (and) the glory of the soul" ' (Katha 2.20), 
and ending: '' Who knows thus" ?' (Katha 2.25); and meditation 
that is of the form of devotion, in the middle in the passage: ‘ ‘ This 
soul is not attainable by the study of the Veda”’ (Katha 2.23) and 
soon. Then, having stated that the Supreme Soul is easily attainable 


1 The entire passage is: 
' Anyatra dharmad anyatra adharmdd anyatra asmat krtükytàt. 
Anyatra bhitdd bhavydc ca yat tat paéyasi tad vada’ (Katha 2.14). 


The author is here trying to show that this is not a question about a single 
thing, but about three different things, viz. Brahman, the individual soul, and 
the means to salvation. 

He offers two explanations: 

(a) The portion: ‘Different from the right and different from the non- 
right’ refers to the means, viz. knowledge, different from ordinary merit and 
-demerit. And, the portion: ‘Different from what has been done and what has 
not been done, different from what has been and what will be’ refers equally 
to Brahman and the individual soul, to both of whom, who are eternal, the above 
«description fittingly applies. Hence the above question means: Tell me about 
(1) the means, (2) the individual soul and (3) Brahman. 

(b) The whole text is really a question about Brahman, but includes questions 
-about the other two as well. Thus, the portion ‘different from the right . . ’ 
means ‘who is different from the means’; and the portion ‘different from what 
has been done . . . ” means, ‘who is different from the individual soul’. 
Hence the above question means: Tell me about (1) Brahman, who is different 
from (2) the means and (3) the individual soul. As such it is really a question 
-about the last two as well. 
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by the individual soul,—since the Person worshipped and the wor- 
shipper have entered into the same cave (Katha 3.11),—and the 
mode of worship, as well as the attainment of the place of Visnu by 
the worshipper, in the passage which begins: ''' Know the soul to be 
a lord of chariot’’’ (Katha 3.3), and ends: ' '' This the wise declare "' 
(Katha 3.14), he concluded with the words: '''Invisible"* (Katha 
3.15) and so on. Hence, this Upanisad contains a statement about 
the three alone as the objects to be known, as well as a question about 
them; there is no reference to pradhàna, established by the Tantra, 
(viz. the Samkhyas). 


SÜTRA 7 


* AND AS IN THE CASE OF THE GREAT." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Just as, although the word ‘great’ (mahat) has been applied by 
the Sàmkhyas to the second principle called ‘buddhi’, yet it is found 
applied elsewhere as well in Vedic texts like, ‘I know this great Person’ 
(Vj. S. 18.12 2; Svet. 3.8),—so the word ‘unmanifest’ (avyakta) may 
refer to the body. 

Vedanta-kaustubha 


Just as the word ‘great’, mentioned in the Veda, is applied to the 
individual soul and to Brahman,—as in the passages: ‘Higher than 
intellect is the great soul’ (Katha 3.10), ‘The soul which is great and 
all-pervading’ (Katha 2.22 ; 4.4) and so on,—and not to the second 
principle, called buddhi, admitted by the Samkhyas, and cannot be 
applied elsewhere even by a hundred Sàmkhyas, so it is established 
that the word ‘unmanifest’ as well, being mentioned in the Veda, 
does not apply to pradhana, but denotes the body. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘What is derived from 
inference ' (1). 


l Vide Br. Sa. 1.2.11-12. 
2 P. 857, line 10. 
S, Bh. 


15 
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Adhikarana 2: The section entitled ‘The cup’, 
(Sütras 8-10) 


SÜTRA 8 


* (THE WORD ‘ UNBORN’ DOES NOT DENOTE THE SAMKHYA PRAERTI) 
ON ACCOUNT OF NON-SPECIFICATION, AS IN THE CASE OF THE CUP." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


On the prima facie view, viz. Let prakrti, mentioned in the sacred 
text: ‘One unborn female (ajà)' (Svet. 4.51), be the one established 
in (the Sàmkhya) Smrti, the author indicates the right conclusion. 
The unborn one, mentioned in the sacred text, must have Brahman 
for its soul2, because there is no specification guaranteeing the prima 
facie view 3, as in the case of the cup, mentioned in the sacred text: 
‘There is a cup with its mouth below’ (Brh. 2.2.3 4). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Thus, it has been shown that in the Katha-valli pradhana, which 
is not mentioned in the Veda, is not denoted by the term ‘unmanifest’, 
as it, through denoting the cause, viz. pradhàna which is mentioned 
in the Veda, denotes its effect, viz. the body. It has also been shown 
that as pradhàna has Brahman for its soul, the text, thereby, refers 
to Brahman. In a like manner, it is being shown now that the text 
about the unborn one, too, refers to Brahman alone. 

In the Mantropanisad of the Svetaévataras, we find the following: 
‘By an unborn female (ajaé),5 red, black and white, bringing forth 
manifold offspring of a like nature, there lies an unborn male (aja)®, 
enjoying. Another unborn male (aja) leaves her who has been en- 
joyed’ (Svet. 4.5). A doubt arises, viz. whether in this sacred 
text prakrti, established by the Samkhya-smrti, is recognized by the 
term ‘unborn one’ (ajà), or whether the meaning of the sacred text 
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1 S, R, Bh, SK, B. 

3 T.e. be dependent on Brahman. 

3 I.e. There is nothing here to guarantee us in selecting pradhdna of the 
opponents 88 the unborn one. 

4 S, R, Bh, SK, B. 

5 * 4já' means a she-goat, too, cf. S.B. 1.4.10, p. 404. 

$ ‘Aja’ means a he-goat also. 
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is prakrti, having Brahman for its soul. On the prima facie view, 
viz. The ‘unborn one’, etymologically derived as ‘one who is not 
born’; self-supporting; independently bringing forth, by nature, 
offspring of a like nature; consisting in the three gunas; the cause of 
the distinction between bondage and release; and admitted by the 
Sümkhyas, should be understood to be mentioned by the sacred text 
as well. 

We reply: The ‘unborn one’, which has Brahman for its soul, 
is mentioned by the sacred text. Why? ‘On account of non- 
specification ”, i.e. because there is no special circumstance for under- 
standing pradhàna which is derived from inference. Our (ie. 
Upanisadic) (prakrti), too, is unborn. Since a scriptural text is authori- 
tutive only in reference to its own explicit meaning, i.e. only in refer- 
ence to what it actually states, a self-supporting one is not recognized 
here, because the word ‘self-supporting’ is found nowhere, and also 
because it is impossible for a non-sentient object to have an independent 
existence. An example illustrating the absence of any specification, 
such as: ‘This is so’, with regard to a common term, is given in the 
words: ‘“‘ As in the case of a cup”. Inthe text: ‘There is a cup with 
its mouth below, and bottom above’ (Brh. 2.2.3), the word ‘cup’ 
(camasa) conveys only the idea of an implement used in eating, in 
accordance with the etymology: (A ‘camasa’ is that) whereby one 
drinks (camyate anena); and so no accurate specific determination, 
that a cup (camasa) is such, is possible, on account of non-specification, 
—(the marks of) having the mouth below and the rest being possible 
elsewhere too.! Similarly, in the sacred text under discussion also, 
there can be no specifying out that this prakrti, simply because it is 
unborn, is the one established by the Samkhya-smrti. 


ml .o u emen o nma mmeo so em nee on OR oos m EE em 


1 I.e. in the above text about the*ajG', there are no special marks which 
justify us in selecting out the Sdmkhya prakrti here out of other possible meanings 
of the term ‘ajd’, just as in the text about the ‘camasa’, there are no special 
marks for fixing what exactly a camasa denotes here, until we are told specifically 
in the complementary passage that it denotes the head. 
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SOTRA 9 


* BUT (THE UNBORN ONE IS) THAT WHIOH HAS LIGHT (I.E. BRAH- 
MAN) FOR ITS BEGINNING (I.E. CAUSE), FOR THUS SOME READ." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If it be objected that in the sacred text about the cup (camasa), 
it is known from the complementary text: ‘It is the head’ (Brh. 
2.2.3) that the cup isthe head ; now what is the convincing reason for 
understanding a particular meaning in the sacred text about the 
unborn one ?— | 

We reply: That of which “light ", i.e. Brahman, is the '' begin- 
ning ”, i.e. cause, is here denoted by the sacred text, about the unborn 
one, for "thus" alone ' some read ", viz. ‘From him arose Brahma, 
name, form and food' (Mund. 1.1.9). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Just as from the complementary passage: ‘This is the head, for 
there is a cup with its mouth below’ (Brh. 2.2.3), it is known that 
nothing but the head is the cup, so there is no ground here for specifying 
out the unborn one, established by the Sàmkhyas. On the contrary, 
that unborn one which has Brahman for its soul is to be understood 
in the sacred text about the unborn one (Svet. 4.5), on the ground 
of prior and later texts,—so holds the author. 

The term “‘but” implies certainty.  Prakrti, ' which has light 
for its beginning ”, is to be understood definitely in the sacred text 
about the unborn one. The compound: “which has light for its 
beginning " means: That of which the ‘beginning’, i.e. the instituting 
cause, is ‘light’, i.e. Brahman, celebrated in scriptural texts like: 
‘That the gods worship as the light of lights’ (Brh. 4.4.16), ‘Now 
the light which shines higher than this heaven’ (Chand. 3.13.7) 
and so on,—i.e. it should be understood to be that which has Brahman 
for its soul. In the Veda, the peculiar nature, qualities and the rest 
of Brahman alone being specially determined, no other topic has been 
dealt with; and hence, that alone which has Brahman for its cause 
is to be understood. The sense is: Beginning: ‘The speakers of Brah- 
man say: “ what is the cause" ?' (Svet. 1.1) and so on, and rejecting 
the views of those who take time to be the first cause, of the Bauddhas, 
the Mimáümsakas, the Jains and the logicians, suggested in the passage: 
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‘Time, nature, destiny, accident’ (Svet. 1.2), the text goes on: 
‘Those, following meditation and concentration, saw God’s self-power, 
hidden by His own qualities’ (Svet. 1.3). On account of this intro- 
ductory text, in the sacred text about the unborn one (Svet. 4.5), 
that unborn one alone which has been established by the Veda and 
which a power of Brahman,—the cause of the Universe and denoted 
by words like ‘light’ and the rest,—is to be understood, since subse- 
quently also in the passages: “From this, the Māyin creates this 
universe, and in it the other is bound up with Maya’ (Svet. 4.9), 
‘But let one know prakrti to be Māyā, and the Great Lord to be the 
Mayin’ (Svet. 4.10), ‘The One, who rules over every source’ (Svet. 
4.11) and so on, that alone which has Brahman for its soul is estab- 
lished. For that very reason, it is declared in the same Upanisad 
that although this, as a power, is different from the possessor of powers, 
yet it is non-different from Brahman, because of having no existence 
and activity apart from the possessor of powers, thus: ‘On knowing 
the enjoyer, the object enjoyed and the Mover, all has been said, this 
is the three-fold Brahman’ (Svet. 1.12). Here, the enjoyer is the 
individual soul, denoted by the term 'higher prakrti’; the object 
enjoyed is the non-sentient in its causal and effected states, denoted 
by the term ‘lower prakrti’; and the Mover is the Highest Person, 
possessing the two prakrtis, and denoted by the term ‘Brahman’. 
Thus, the phrase: ‘All is this Brahman’ establishes the non-difference 
of Brahman and the two prakrtis, the objects to be controlled ,—since 
the existence and activity of the latter two depend on their Controller, 
—in spite of there being a difference of nature between them and the 
Lord. 

With a view to confirming that unborn one which is mentioned 
in the Veda, by that very Veda, the author establishes this once more 
in the words: ‘‘ For thus some read ’’; that means, because thus some 
schools, ie. the Atharvanikas, “ read ” in the Mundakopanisad that 
this unborn one has Brahman for its soul: ‘From him arose Brahma, 
neme, form and food’ (Mund. 1.1.9); and because it is declared by 
the Lord Himself, in the passage: ' “My womb is the great Brahman. 
In it I place the germ ”’ (Gità 14.3). In the Taittiriyaka, too, having 
introduced Brahman in the passage: ‘Smaller than the small’ (Mahà- 
nar. 6.31), having, then, designated the origin of the entire universe, 


a m 


1 This verse occurs also in Katha 2.20 and Svet. 3.20. 
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implied by the vital-breath, in the passage: ‘Seven vital breaths arise 
from him’ (Mahànàr. 8.4), the text goes on to read after that: ‘By 
an unborn female, red, white and black, bringing forth manifold 
offspring of a like nature, lies an unborn male, enjoying. Another 
unborn male discards her, who has been enjoyed’ (Mahanar. 9.2). 
And since this sacred text is to be taken as referring to prakrti, which 
has Brahman for its soul, and since here, too, the same must inevitably 
be the case, that prakrti alone which has Brahman for its soul is the 
object to be established by the sacred text about the unborn one. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


The interpretation of ‘jyotir-upakramaé’ different, viz. ‘(The 
unborn one is) the beginning (i.e. the material cause) of light (i.e. 
of the four kinds of material objects, consisting in light, i.e. fire, 
water, and so on)’.! 


- SÜTRA 10 


“ AND ON ACCOUNT OF THE TEACHING OF THE FASHIONING (OF 
THE UNIVERSE), THERE IS NO CONTRADICTION, AS IN THE CASE OF 
THE HONEY (-MEDITATION).” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


No contradiction is involved in taking one and the same substra- 
tum of qualities as unborn and having, at the same time, Brahman 
for its material cause. On account of the teaching of the creation of 
the universe from Brahman, the cause of the world and possessing 
subtle powers, both fit in, “as in the case of the honey-meditation ”’. 


7 Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. How can an unborn one be something 
generated, the author replies: 

The word “and ” is for disposing of the objection. There is no 
contradiction in taking an unborn one as something generated. Why ? 
“On account of the teaching of fashioning.” The word “fashioning ” 


SR ee tee een ened SES FY 


1 S.B. 1.4.9, p. 402.. 
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means making or creation, on account of the teaching of that ! , i.e. 
on account of the teaching of the creation of the universe from Brah- 
man, possessing subtle powers, in the passage : ‘From this, the Mayin 
creates this universe' (Svet. 4.9). 'The unmanifest prakrti, subtle 
in form and a power of Brahman, is said to be unborn because of being 
non-different from Brahman as His power. That very same prakrti, 
emanated from the possessor of powers or Brahman and abiding in 
the form of effects, is said to have Brahman for its beginning or cause, 
and hence there is no contradiction. Here the author states a parallel 
case in the words: ' As in the case of the honey-meditation ". In 
the honey-meditation,? which begins: ' Verily, this sun is the honey of 
the gods’ (Chand. 3.1.1), in the concluding text: ‘Then, having 
risen up from thence, it will neither rise nor set, it will remain alone 
in the middle’ (Chand. 3.11.1), the very same thing, which in its 
causal state abides in a subtle form and is not, as such, designable 
as honey, is, in its effected state, imagined to be the honey, enjoyable 
by gods like Vasu and the rest, and to be possessed of rising and setting, 
without giving rise to any contradiction. Similarly, the very same 
eternally existent prakrti is designated by the sacred text in its causal 
form in relation to the bondage and release of the eternally existent 
individual soul. Here, the individual soul, indicated by the term: 
‘unborn one’ (aja),—eternal by nature, carried away by the current 
of beginningless karmas, and hence devoid of a true knowledge of 
the real nature of itself or of the Supreme Beiny,—having identified 
itself through nescience with the bodies, such as of men, gods and the 
rest which are the evolutes of prakrti, lies by, enjoying sounds and the 
rest, the parts of prakrti ; such a one, devoid of the bliss of Brahman, 
is said to be ‘bound’. But one, who having attained by chance the 
grace of the Lord through humbleness and the like, and having 
attained the bliss of Brahman by means of the repetition of the 
means,—‘hearing’ (Sravana) and the rest of the Vedànta,—learnt 
from a holy spiritual preceptor, discards prakrti, is said to be ‘freed’. 
If in accordance with the etymology: ‘An unborn one (aja) is one that 
is not born', it is said that the unborn one is not prakrti, eternally 
existent and having Brahman for its soul, then the conventional dis- 
tinction between the bondage and release of the created souls cannot 


nd 


1 This explains the compound: ‘kalpanopadesat’. 
2 Vide V.K. 1.3.31-33. See footnote 1, p. 193. 
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be explained by the non-sentient pradhana, devoid of any connection 
with Brahman. Hence it is established that the unborn one, men- 
tioned in the sacred text, has Brahman for its soul. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘The cup’ (2). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhàskara 


Interpretation different: viz. ‘On account of the teaching of an 
imagination (i.e. a metaphor); there is no contradiction’. That is, 
the word 'ajà' here does not stand for one who is literally unborn, 
but simply metaphorically represents prakrti, the source of all things, 
as a she-goat, just as the sun, though not really honey, is metapho- 
rically represented as such in the Chandogya.! 


Adhikarana 3: The section entitled ‘The 
collection of number’, (Sütras 11-13) 


SUTRA 11 


* NoT ON ACCOUNT OF THE COLLECTION OF NUMBER EVEN, ON 
AOCOUNT OF DIVERSITY, AND ON ACCOUNT OF EXCESS." 


Vedànta-pàrijáta -saurabha 


“ Even on account of the collection of number" in the text ‘In 
whom the five people and the ether are based' (Brh. 4.4.17 ; Sat. Br. 
14.7.2.19 2), it is not to be said that the twenty-five principles, begin- 
ning with pradhàna, are based on Scripture, so what dispute can there 
be regarding the knowability of one pradhàna from Scripture ? 3 
Why? “On account of diversity," i.e. because the objects which 
are based on Brahman, established in Scripture and denoted by the 


1 $.B. 1.1.10, pp. 404-5. Bh. B. 1.1.10, p. 75. Cf. Rámánuja's criticism 
of this interpretation. 

? P, 1090, line 3. S. R, Bh, SK, B. 

3 That is, all the twenty-five principles of the Sdmkhyas can be known from 
Scripture, not to speak of pradhána alone. 
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term ‘in whom’, are different from the objects established in the Tantra 
(i.e. the Samkhya-smrti), since the former are found to have Brahman 
for their soul; “‘ and on account of the excess " of Brahman, the support, 
and likewise of the ether. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


In the previous aphorism, it has been shown that the text about 
the unborn one, not referable to pradhàna, as admitted by the Sàm- 
khyas on the ground of texts like: ‘The self-power of the Deity’ 
(Svet. 1.3), refers to Brahman on the ground that it refers to His 
power, viz. pradhàna, as admitted by the Vedàntins. In the very 
same manner, by showing that! the text about the ‘five five-people’ 
refers to the vital-breath and the rest, based on Brahman, on the 
ground of the pronoun (‘in whom’) and so on, leading to the nulli- 
fication of the number admitted by the Samkhyas, (viz. twenty-five), 
the reverend author of the aphorisms is confirming his contention 
that pradhàna has never been mentioned in Scripture. 

In the sixth chapter 2 of the Brhadüranyaka, immediately after 
the introduction: “That the gods worship as the light of lights, as 
life, as immortality’ (Brh. 4.4.16; Sat. Br. 14.7.2.203), we read 
the following: 'In whom the five five-people and the ether are based, 
him alone I, the knower, the immortal, know as the soul, the immortal 
Brahman’ (Brh. 4.4.17; Sat. Br. 14.7.2.19). Here a doubt arises, 
viz. whether by the phrase; 'five five-people', meaning five groups of 
five, the twenty-five principles, admitted by the Samkhyas, are 
denoted, or the vital-breath and the rest, five in number and called 
'five-people' (pafica-jana). The prima facie view is as follows: We get 
here the twenty-five principles, mentioned in Scripture and determined 
more specially in the Sàmkhya-smrti. In the Sasti-samhità *, we read 
the following,—beginning: ‘Being struck 5 by the three kinds of sorrow, 
(one undertakes) an enquiry into the cause of their removal’ (Sam. 
Ka. 1), and continuing: ‘The primal cause prakrti is not an effect; 
the seven objects beginning with the mahat are causes as well as 


1 Here the éatr-suffix implies reason. 


2 Ought to be fourth chapter. 3 P. 1090, line 6. 
4 That is a Sdmkhya treatise or a samhità or treatise dealing with the sixty 
ideas peculiar to the Sámkhyas. 


5 Correct quotation: ‘abhighdtdt’ which is translated here. Vide Sam. 
Ka. ], Pe l. ‘ ' 
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effects; sixteen objects are effects (only); purusa is neither a cause 
nor an effect’ (Sām. Ka. 31). 

With regard to it, we reply: ‘‘ Not even on account of the collection 
of number "; The word ''even"' implies possibility.2 In spite of the 
fact that the number twenty-five is found in this text, prakrti and the 
rest have not Scripture as their authority. Why? ‘On account of 
diversity ", i.e. because the twenty-five principles, mentioned in Smrti, 
cannot be arranged in five groups of five each, they being of various 
kinds. There can be numeration or grouping of objects only with 
reference to a class, a common quality and so on, e.g. when we say: 
‘A group of five cows’, ‘a group of five learned men’. But here we 
find no common cause for grouping five objects under each pentad. 
In such cases as: ‘seven are causes as well as effects’, ‘sixteen are 
effects (only)’ and so on, on the other hand, there do exist causes 
for such groupings.3 

Or, else (an alternative explanation of the word ‘nanabhavat’), 
‘on account of the absence of plurality’. That is, all the objects 
mentioned in the Vedanta having Brahman for their soul, there is no 
absolute plurality, in accordance with the statement: ‘All this has 
that for its soul’ (Chand. 6.8.7; 6.9.4; 6.10.3-6.16.3), and also in 
accordance with the teaching contained here, viz. ‘In whom the five 
five-people and the ether are based’ (Brh. 4.4.17). The sense is that 
if the twenty-five principles, admitted by the Sáàmkhyas, be accepted 
here, then, they not having Brahman for their soul, plurality will 
result, contradicting Scripture. 

Or, rather, the principles, admitted by our opponents and inde- 
pendent of Brahman, being distinct from those that are based on 
Brahman, in accordance with the text: ‘In whom the five five-people ’ 
(Brh. 4.4.17), “ and on account of excess ", there is not even the number 
twenty-five here. On the contrary, ‘‘on account of the excess", 
ie. surplus, viz. the Supreme Soul, the support of all, indicated 


1 P. 4. 

2 I.e. even if it be possible to understand here the number intended by the 
Sámkhyas, still then the Sámkhya view cannot be said to be referred to here. It 
will be shown later that it is not really even possible to understand here the 
number twenty-five intended by the Samkhyas. 

$ I.e. A group consists of a certain number of similar objects. But here 
it is impossible to divide the twenty-five Sámkhya principles into five groups, each 
containing five similar principles. Hence it cannot be said that ‘five five-people ’ 
means 5X5 = 25 principles of the Sdmkhyas. 
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by the pronoun ‘in whom’, and the ether, twenty-five principles are 
not denoted. 

The meaning of the text is as follows: ‘The gods worship that’, 
viz. Brahman. What is that? ‘That which is the light of lights’, 
i.e. of sun and the rest; ‘life’, i.e. the cause of the longevity of its 
own devotees; ‘immortal’, i.e. the object to be attained during the 
state of release, this is the sense of the introductory text (Brh. 
4.4.16, etc.). ‘In whom’, i.e. in Brahman, ‘the five five-people are 
based’. The compound ‘five-people’ (pafica-jana) is to be explained 
in accordance with the rule: ‘Words indicating a quarter or a number 
are compounded (with words in the same case !) to designate a name 
(and the compound is a tat-purusa)’ (Pan. 2.1.50; SD. K. 727 2). 
The word ‘ five-people’ is here understood as a name, since the meaning 
of the component parts (i.e. the number five) is not intended to be 
designated. Just as by the expression ‘seven sages’ each of the 
seven sages is denoted, so by the word ‘five-people’ as well. On the 
enquiry: How many five-people are there? the adjective ‘five’ 
is added. As Yàjfiavalkya says: ‘In whom the ether is based that 
alone is Brahman, the support of all and immortal. He who knows 
the Highest Self, to be approached by the freed, the soul, the cause 
of all existence and activity, becomes immortal, so I think. He who 
does not know Him does not become free’. 


SOTRA 12 


"(THE ‘FIVE-PEOPLE’ ARE) THE VITAL-BREATH AND THE REST, 
ON ACCOUNT OF THE COMPLEMENTARY PASSAGE." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“On account of the complementary passage", viz. ‘Those who 
know the breath of breath, the eye of eye, the ear of ear, the food of 


1 In accordance with the previous Pàn.-sütra 2.1.49. 

2 P. 509, vol. 1. 

3 I.e. the expression 'five-people' denotes the name of a certain class of 
beings, and the expression ' five five-people' denotes that there are five classes 
of such beings, just as the expression ‘seven sages’ denotes a certain class of 
sages, (i.e. stars) and the expression ‘seven seven-sages' denotes that there are 
seven classes of such beings. What these classes of beings called ' five-people' are 
is indicated in the next sūtra. 
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food, the mind of mind’ (Sat. Br. 14.7.2.211), these “ five-people ” 
(pafica-jana) are to be known as the vital-breath and the rest. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the question: Who, then, are the five-people, the author 
replies here. 

* On account of the complementary passage", viz. “Those who 
know the breath of breath, the eye of eye, the ear of ear, the mind of 
mind’ (Sat. Br. 14.7.2.21), the vital-breath and the rest, five in num- 
ber, having Brahman as their soul, and denoted by the term “ five- 
people ", are meant by the sacred text. 


SOTRA 13 


** (THE NUMBER FIVE IS TO BE COMPLETED) BY LIGHT, FOOD BEING 
NON-PRESENT (I.E. NOT MENTIONED) (IN THE TEXT) OF SOME." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“Food being non-present (i.e. non-mentioned)", on the other 
hand, in the complementary passage of the Kanvas?, the number 
five is to be completed '' by light ", mentioned in the beginning. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Apprehending the objection, viz. Let the vital-breath and the 
rest, five in number, be the ‘ five-people ’ on the ground of the comple- 
mentary passage, subsequent to the sacred text about the ‘five-people’ 
in the Madhyandina branch. In the Kànva branch, too, there is a 
text about the 'five-people'. There the word ‘food’ is not found in 
the complementary passage. Hence, how can the number five be 
completed here ?—the author replies here. 

It has been said that the Madhyandinas complete the number 
five by means of food. But “ there being the absence or non-mention 
of food " in the reading “of some ”, i.e. of the Kanvas, the number 
five is completed “ by light ", mentioned in the introductory passage: 
"That the gods worship as the light of lights’ (Brh. 4.4.16),—this 


1 P. 1090, lines 5-6. S. R, Bh, SK, B. 
3 Viz. Brh. 4.4.18, which omits ‘annasya annam’, 
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is the sense. Hence, it is established that pradhàna, devoid of any 


connection with Brahman, is not an object to be known from Scripture. 
be 


Here ends the section entitled ‘The collection of number’ (3). 


Adhikarana 4: The section entitled ‘Being the 
cause’. (Sütras 14-15) 


SÜTRA 14 


" AND (THE LORD ALONE IS TO BE UNDERSTOOD) AS THE CAUSE 
WITH REGARD TO THE ETHER AND THE REST, ON ACCOUNT OF THE 
DECLARATION OF (BRAHMAN) AS DESIGNATED." 


Vedànta-parijata-saurabha 


Omniscient and omnipotent Brahman alone is to be understood 
everywhere in the texts about the creation of the ether and the rest, 
because the very same Brahman, “ as designated " in the characteriz- 
ing aphorism! and the following, is demonstrated ''as the cause ” 
of the ether and the rest. 

Vedànta-kaustubha 


Àn objection may be raised here: That view, too, which rejecting 
pradhàna, established by Smrti, as the cause of the world, takes the 
universe to have Brahman as its sole cause, is, indeed, a doubtful one, 
since in the Vedànta texts, demonstrating the cause, creation is stated 
to be due to manifold causes. Thus, in a certain text: ''''T'he existent 
alone, my dear, was this in the beginning” ' (Chand. 6.2.1), creation 
is said to be due to the existent; in a certain other text: ‘From this 
soul the ether has arisen' (Tait. 2.1), to be due to the soul alone; 
again in another text, on the other hand: ‘The non-existent, verily, 
was this in the beginning, from that, forsooth, the existent arose' 
(Tait. 2.7), likewise in the text: ‘The non-existent alone was this in 
the beginning, it was existent' (Chànd. 3.19.1), to be due to the non- 
existent; in another text: ''' What is its final goal?"  '''The ether" 
said he’ (Chand. 1.9.1), to be due to the ether; in a certain other 
text again: ''' All these beings, verily, enter into the vital-breath" ' 


1 Viz. Br. Sü. 1.1.2, etc. 
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(Chand. 1.11.5), to be due to the vital-breath; and in some passages 
in the Brhadaranyaka: ‘The soul alone was this in the beginning’ 
(Brh. 1.4.17), ‘Brahman, verily, was this in the beginning’ (Brh. 
1.4.10), to be due to the soul and to Brahman. Such being our know- 
ledge of the cause of the universe, it is not possible to ascertain 
definitely that Brahman alone is the cause of the universe. But it 
is possible to ascertain definitely that pradhàna, independent of 
Brahman, is the cause of the universe. Thus, in the text: ‘Verily, at 
that time this was unmanifest (avyakrta), it became manifest simply 
by name and form’ (Brh. 1.4.7), by the word ‘unmanifest’ pradhàna, 
independent of a sentient principle, is declared to be the cause of the 
universe. The meaning of the text is that ‘this’, i.e. the manifest 
world, was ‘at that time’, i.e. prior to creation, ‘unmanifest’ and ‘it’, 
viz. pradhàna, ‘became manifest by name and form’. The mass of 
texts demonstrating the cause of the universe should be taken to be 
referring to pradhana alone. 

With a view to disposing of the above view, his Holiness is showing 
that the mass of texts designating the cause of the universe all refer 
to Brahman. 

The word “and” is for disposing of the objection. The word 
"as" implies the kind. It is possible to ascertain definitely that 
the Highest Person alone, omnipotent, endowed with the attributes 
of omniscience and the rest and the Lord of all, is the Cause of the 
Universe. How? “On account of the declaration" of the very 
same Brahman, “designated ” in the characterizing aphorism and 
the rest, ‘‘as the cause " of effects like the ether and the rest. Thus, 
Brahman alone, mentioned previously in the passage: 'Brahman is 
truth, knowledge and infinite' (Tait. 2.1), is designated as the cause 
in the passage: ‘From him, verily’ (Tait. 2.1) and so on. Likewise, 
Brahman alone, indicated by the passages, '''The existent alone, 
my dear’’’ (Chand. 6.2.1), ‘He thought: ‘‘May I be many’”’’ (Chand. 
6.2.3), is designated in the passage: ‘He created light’ (Chand. 
6.2.3). The same is to be understood with regard to other Upanisad 
texts too. 

COMPARISON 


Samkara 


General import same, literal interpretation different, viz. '(Al- 
though there may be a conflict among the Vedanta texts) with regard 
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to (the order of the things created, like) the ether and the rest, (there 
is no conflict among them with regard to the creator,) because as 
(Brahman) is designated as the cause (in one Vedanta) so (He) is 
mentioned (in other Vedàntas too)!. 


Srikantha 


Interpretation different. He does not begin a new adhikarana 
here, but continues the same topic. Hence the sütra: ' And just as 
on account of the declaration (i.e. understanding) (of Brahman) as 
the cause (in all the Vedanta texts) with regard to (all the effects like) 
the ether and the rest, (as well as in all other general texts), (pradhàna 
of the Sàmkhyas is not understood, so the Samkhya principles are not 
understood here)’. That is, just as we interpret the vague and general 
text ‘ verily, at that time, it was unmanifest ' (Brh. 1.4.7) in the light 
of the specific text: ‘The soul alone was this in the beginning’ (Brh. 
1.4.1), and understand thereby the first text as denoting Brahman 
and not the Sàmkhya unmanifest or pradhàna, so exactly, here we 
should interpret the vague and general text about the ‘five five-people’ 
(Brh. 4.4.17, etc.) in the light of the specific passage about the vital- 
breath and the rest (Brh. 4.4.18, etc.), and understand, thereby, the 
‘five five-people' as the vital-breath and the rest, and not as the 
Sàmkhya principles? 


SÜTRA 15 


“On ACCOUNT OF THE DRAWING IN." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“ On account of the drawing in" of Brahman. That is, the very 
same Brahman, mentioned previously in the passage: ‘He wished’ 
(Tait. 2.6 3), is referred to in the passage: ‘The non-existent, verily ' 
(Tait. 2.74) too. Similarly the very same Brahman, mentioned pre- 
viously in the passage: “The sun is Brahman’ (Chand. 3.19.1 5), is also 
referred to in the passage: ‘The non-existent alone was this’ (Chand. 
3.19.19). Hence, Brahman alone, who is ever existent, is denoted 


—————————M—— HÓA 


1 S.B. 1.4.14, p. 414. 2 SK. B. 1.1.14, p. 530, Part 6. 
3 §, R, Bh, SK, B. & Op. cit. 
5 Not quoted by others. € S, R, Bh, B. 
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by the word ‘non-existent’, since there being no distinction of names 
and forms prior to creation, He has then no existence in so far as 
connected with these names and forms. In the same manner, what 
is denoted by the term ‘unmanifest’ in the passage: ‘ Verily, at that 
time, this was unmanifest, it became manifest simply by, name and 
form’ (Brh. 1.4.71), is referred to in the subsequent passage as well: 
* He is entered here as far as the finger-nail tips’ (Brh. 1.4.72) and 
so on. It is also impossible for the non-sentient pradhàna to be a 
controller by entering within. Hence, the unmanifest, its controller, 
is said to be Brahman. The sense is that in the texts, demonstrating 
the cause of the universe, Brahman alone, established: by the defining 
aphorism and the rest, is to be understood,—there is not even the 
slightest possibility of pradhàna being so understood. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


*On account of the drawing in" of Brahman. That is, the 
very same Brahman, omniscient, and creating the universe subsequent 
to His resolution to be many, as mentioned previously in the passage: 
“He wished’ (Tait. 2.6), is also referred to in the passage: ‘The non- 
existent, verily, was this in the beginning, from that the existent 
arose’ (Tait. 2.7). Here, Brahman as possessed of subtle powers 
in His causal state is denoted by the term ‘non-existent’ ,—which 
is but a synonym for the word ‘subtle’,—in contrast to Brahman as 
possessed of manifested powers in His effected state, fit to be denoted 
by the term ‘existent ’,—which is but a synonym for the word ‘gross’. 
In the very same manner indeed, it should be known that Brahman, 
mentioned previously in the passage: ‘The sun is Brahman’ (Chand. 
3.19.1), is referred to in the passage too: ‘The non-existent alone was 
this in the beginning, it was existent’ (Chand. 3.19.1). In the very 
same manner, in the text about the unmanifest as well, it is the inner 
controller of the unmanifest that is denoted by the word ‘unmanifest’, 
as here the pronoun ‘he’ refers to Brahman, denoted by the term 
*unmanifest', in the passage: ‘He is entered here as far as the finger- 
nail tips. When seeing, the eye; when hearing, the ear; when think- 
ing, the mind. Let one worship (Him) as the soul’ (Brh. 1.4.7). 
In spite of there being a separate agent of manifestation, the expression 
‘It became manifest (vyàkriyata)' should be understood as denoting 


ed 


1 §, R, Bh, B. 2 $, R, SK, B. 


fs0. 1. 4. 15. 
ADH. 4.] VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA 241 


an ‘object-agent’ (i.e. the reflexive passive form). Or else, the present 
indicative should be understood simply in the passive!. Hence, 
everywhere the cause is one and the same indeed. The objections 
with regard to the cause are refuted in this section. We shall dispose 
of the objections with regard to the effects, on the other hand, in the 
third quarter of the second chapter, under the aphorisms: ‘Not the 
ether, because of being non-scriptural’ (Br. Sü. 2.3.1) and the follow- 
ing. Hence, it is established everywhere that the cause of the universe 
is Brahman alone, a sentient Being and possessed of omniscience and 
the rest. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘Being the cause’ (4). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhàskara 


The general purport (of the sütras 14-15) same, but while Nim- 
bürka connects this adhikarana more directly with the topic of the 
preceding part of the pada, viz. with the refutation of the Simkhya 
view ?, Samkara and Bhàskara do not do so, but take it to be concerned 
with the general question of the concordance of all texts with regard 
to Brahman.? 

Srikantha 

Interpretation different. The same topic continued: ‘On 
account of the drawing in’. That is, just as the very same Brahman, 
mentioned in the prior passage: ‘He wished’ (Tait. 2.6) is understood 
in the subsequent passage too: ‘The non-existent alone was this in 
the beginning’ (Tait. 2.7), because the two passages involve each 
other, so exactly, the “five five-people’, mentioned in the prior passage 
(Brh. 4.4.17, etc.) are understood as the vital-breath and the rest, 


1 T.e. as having reference to a necessarily implied agent, as in the expression: 
‘The village is being approached’. Vide S.B. 1.4.16, p. 417. 

2 This is evident from the concluding sentence of his explanation of the 
sūtra 15: ' Na pradhdna-sankd-gandho’ piti bhàvah ". V.P.S. 1.4.15, p. 13), 
K.S.S. : 

3 This is evident from the beginning of the adhikarana : ‘Tatra idam aparam 
d4éankate: Na janmá-di-karanatvam | Brahmano, Brahma-vigayam vd gati- 
sdmányam  vedánta-vákyánám pratipattum dakyam', etc. Vide S.B. 1.1.14, 
pp. 412-13; Bh. B. 1.1.14, pp. 76-77. 

16 
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mentioned in the subsequent passage (Brh. 4.4.18, etc.), because the 
two passages involve each other.! 


Adhikarana 5: The section entitled ‘Denoting 
the world’. (Sütras 16-18) 


SÜTRA 16 


* BECAUSE OF DENOTING THE WORLD." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


It is not to be supposed that in the text: ‘ “He verily, O Balaki, 
who is the maker of these persons, of whom this is the work" (Kaus. 
3.9 2), the object to be known is the person, mentioned in the Tantra 
(viz. in the Simkhya doctrine) and the enjoyer of the fruits of merit 
and demerit. None but the Supreme Soul is here indicated as the 
object to be known. Why? Because Brahman is the topic, as known 
from the text: ‘“‘Let me declare Brahman to you”’’ (Kaus. 4.1 3); 
because the word ‘work’, meaning ‘something that is done’, denotes 
the world which is an effect; because by the pronoun ‘this’ the world, 
established by the evidence of perception and the rest, is suggested ; 
and, lastly, because the person, mentioned in the Tantra, is not the 


topic here. 
Vedanta-kaustubha 


The Sàmkhyas hold that prakrti is the agent and purusa the 
enjoyer. The impossibility of prakrti to be the cause has been shown 
in various ways. Now, although it has been shown in the section 
regarding Pratardana * that the Kausitaki-bráhmana texts refer to. 
Brahman, yet by showing that the text ‘“‘Of whom this is the work’’’ 
(Kaus. 4.19), too, refers to Brahman, the author is now disposing of 
the objection, viz.: the person (purusa), admitted by the Samkhyas, 
is accepted by the Vedanta, on the ground of its being an enjoyer; 
and prakrti, superintended by it, is the cause of the world. 

We read of a dialogue between Balaki and Ajatagatru in the 
Kausitaki-brahmana. There, a sage, called Bàlàki Gārgya having 


Cn P PEE EE SESS 


1 Sk. B. 1.1.14, pp. 532-33, Part 6. 
3 $, R, Bh, SK, B. 3 Š, R, Bh, B. 
* Vide ' Indra-pránddhikarana', sütras 1.1.29-32. 
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promised the king Ajatasatru: ‘‘‘Let me declare Brahman to you"" 
(Kaus. 4.1), having then designated various persons as Brahman, 
thus ‘“He who is the person within the sun’’’ (Kaus. 4.3), ‘“The 
person within the moon”’ (Kaus. 4.4) and so on 1, became silent. 
Then, Ajàütaéatru, who knew Brahman?, having condemned him 
with the words: ‘ “In vain, did you tell me"' 3 (Kaus. 4.19), said: 
**He who, verily, O Bàlàki, is the maker of these persons, and * of 
whom this is the work, he, verily, is to be known" (Kaus. 4.19). 
Here a doubt arises, viz. whether purusa, established in the Simkhya- 
tantra, the superintendent of prakrti and the enjoyer, is taught here 
as the object to be known, or the Supreme Soul. The prima facie 
view is as follows: It was puruga, unconnected with prakrti, as estab- 
lished in the Tantra, that was indicated, by the royal sage, as the 
object to be known, because of the mention of a connection with 
works in the phrase: ‘ “and of whom this is the work ”’ (Kaus. 4.19); 
because works, consisting in merit and demerit, are possible on the 
part of the individual soul alone, entitled to works; because a corinec- 
tion with work is not admitted on the part of the Supreme Soul; 
and, because the origin of the world is due to the works of the respective 
enjoyers. Moreover, here in accordance with the text: ‘They two 
went to a sleeping person’ (Kaus. 4.19), it was the enjoying soul 
alone which was demonstrated by Ajatasatru to Bàlàki. Likewise, 
in the passage: ‘ Just as a merchant enjoys with his own people, and 
as his own people enjoy him, so exactly this intelligent self enjoys 
with these selves, so exactly these selves enjoy it’ (Kaus. 4.20), the 
characteristic mark of the enjoying soul alone is found. The meaning 
of the text is as follows: ‘Just as a merchant’, i.e. a lord who is the 
chief, enjoys ‘with his own people’, i.e. with implements like servants 
and the rest; and ‘his own people’, i.e. the servants and the rest, 
‘enjoy’ the merchant, i.e. depend on him for food and clothing, ‘so 


1 The sage wanted to teach the king about the person within the sun, 
that within the moon, that within the lightning, that within the cloud and so on, 
altogether about sixteen persons, but in each case, the king begged to be spared 
of the teaching, as he was already acquainted with the person in question. 
Finally, the king himself taught the sage about Brahman. Vide Kaus. 4. 

2 The word ‘ Brahmajfta ' is not really included in the text. 

3 Correct quotation: ' Mysd vai khalu mà samvddayistha’, in which case it 
would mean ‘in vain, verily, did you make me talk’. Vide Kaus. 4.19, p. 138. 

4 Correct quotation ‘vd’ and not ‘ca’, 
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exactly this intelligent self ‘enjoys with these’, ie. with the persons 
within the sun and the rest. And it cannot be said that since the word 
‘work’, mentioned in the concluding text: ' “Of whom this is the work’’’ 
(Kaus. 4.19) denotes action, the vital-breath, possessing the activity 
of motion as his substratum, mentioned in the concluding text: 'In 
this vital-breath alone, he becomes one' (Kaus. 4.20), is to be under- 
stood; but purusa, established in the Tantra and the enjoyer of the 
fruits of works, is not to be accepted here as the object to be known,— 
for the term ‘vital-breath’ refers to the bearer of the vital-breath 
or the individual soul, such a construction, viz. ‘in this vital-breath ', 
meaning ‘in purusa, the bearer of the vital-breath', being possible. 
If, in accordance with the explanation 'In the vital-breath which is 
present in this, i.e. in the soul’, the two locatives (viz. ‘in this’ and 
‘in the vital-breath’) are to refer to different objects 1, then although 
the word 'vital-breath' will refer to the chief vital-breath, yet as it 
is naturally an implement of the individual soul, none but the individual 
soul is the object to be established here. And hence the meaning is: 
‘He who is the maker’, i.e. the cause, ‘of these persons’, i.e. of the 
persons dwelling in the orb of the sun and the rest, and implements 
of the enjoyment of the individual soul, ‘and of whom this is the 
work’, ie. merit and demerit, the cause of its being the cause ?, 
is to be known as unconnected with prakrti. And hence Brahman, 
introduced as the object to be depicted in the text: ' Let me declare 
Brahman to you" (Kaus. 4.1), is none but purusa, there being no 
proof of any God other than it. As the qualities of perceiving and the 
rest, belonging to the cause, are possible on its part, possessing as it 
does the quality of consciousness, prakrti alone, superintended by 
the purusa, the enjoyer, is the cause of the world. (Here ends the 
prima facie view.) 
(Author’s conclusion.) : 

With regard to it, we reply: Here, the Highest Person alone, the 
maker of the persons, is the object to be known. Why? For the 
following reasons: First, the term ‘work’ denotes the world; and the 


1 I.e. standing in a vyadhikarana relation and not in a samdnddhikarana 
relation, or in a relation of a noun and an adjective referring to the same locus, 
as the first explanation takes them to be. 

$ T.e. the works (karmas) of the soul lead to the creation of the world the sun 
and the rest. 
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creatorship of the world is not possible on the part of any one other 
than the Supreme Soul. A ‘work’ is what is done, i.e. the world, 
consisting of the sentient and the non-sentient. Secondly, the creator- 
ship of the world is not possible on the part of the sentient individual 
soul which has entered into the world as an enjoyer, and which is 
never admitted to be a creator. Thirdly, the creatorship of the world 
is impossible also on the part of prakrti, superintended by the indivi- 
dual soul of little knowledge and little power. In ordinary life, what 
little is done by non-sentient objects, like chariots and the rest superin- 
tended by sentient beings, is due to the sentient beings alone. And, 
there being no purpose in rejecting the primary agent, the primary 
agent is none but the Supreme Being, celebrated in a mass of scriptural 
texts. The world, known through perception and the rest, is referred 
to by the pronoun ‘this’. Work consisting in merit and demerit 
simply is not denoted by the term ‘work’ here. Since the sixteen 
persons, indicated as Brahman by Bàlàki who had promised: ‘ “ Let 
me declare Brahman to you”’’ (Kaus. 4.1), were not really Brahman, 
Ajatagatru, having condemned him who could not tell him about 
Brahman, thus: ‘ “In vain, verily, did you tell me! "' (Kaus. 4.19), 
taught the Supreme Soul,—not known by the sage, and the maker 
of the persons indicated by him,—as the object to be known, with 
the words: ‘“ He who, verily, O Balaki’’’ (Kaus. 4.19). Otherwise, 
the persons connected with works, i.e. merit or demerit, being 
already known to Bàlàki, the teaching of them as the objects to 
be known would be meaningless. Hence, the word ‘work’ simply 
denotes that the universe consisting of the sentient and the non-sentient 
is an effect; and does not denote mere merit and demerit, or mere 
action. This being so, the word ‘this’, too, has a purpose, since, 
referring as it does to the entire world, consisting of the sentient and 
the non-sentient and known through the evidence of perception and 
the rest, it serves to preclude the supposition of its being due to a 
mere person. Thus, the meaning of the text: '"He who, verily, O 
Balaki, is the maker of these persons ”’ (Kaus. 4.19) is as follows: 
O Bālāki, he who is the maker of the persons within the sun and the 
rest, designated by you as Brahman, and who is not the maker of the 
persons only, but of whom this entire universe, consisting of the sentient 
and the non-sentient, is an effect,—that Supreme Soul, the soul of 


umm seer 


1 For correct quotation see footnote 3, p. 243. 


[st. 1. 4. 17. 
246 VEDANTA-PARIJATA-SAURABHA . ADH. 5.] 


all, the Lord of all, is the object to be known. Here, although the 
persons, being included within the world, are proved to have the 
Supreme Soul as their cause, their separate mention is to be known 
for the purpose of rejecting their Brahman-hood, claimed by Balaki.1 


SOTRA 17 


“IF IT BE OBJECTED THAT ON ACCOUNT OF THE CHARACTERISTIC 
MARK OF THE INDIVIDUAL SOUL AND THE OHIEF VITAL-BREATH, 
(tHE LORD IS NOT DENOTED HERE), (WE REPLY:) THAT HAS BEEN 
EXPLAINED.” 

Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If it be objected that on account of the characteristic mark of 
the individual soul, contained in the passage: ‘This intelligent self 
enjoys with these selves’ (Kaus. 4.20 2); as well as on account of the 
characteristic mark of the chief vital-breath, contained in the passage: 
‘Now, in this vital-breath alone he becomes one’ (Kaus. 3.3 ; 4.20 8), 
one of these two is to be understood, and not Brahman,— 

(We reply:) “that has been explained"' in the section treating of 
Pratardana 4. The sense is that the characteristic marks of the 
individual soul and the rest have been explained there as referring 
to Brahman, and should be known to be so here as well. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be objected: On account of the characteristic mark of an 
individual soul, contained in the passage: ‘Just as a merchant enjoys 
with his own people, and as his own people enjoy him, so exactly this 
intelligent self enjoys with these selves, so exactly do these selves 
enjoy it’ (Kaus. 4.20); as well as on account of the characteristic 
mark of the chief vital-breath, contained in the passages: “Then in 

1 I.e. in the text: ‘He who is the creator of these persons, of whom this 
is the work’, the phrase ‘of whom this is the work’ implies that the entire 
universe—including the sun and the rest—is the effect of Brahman. In spite 
of this the persons within the sun and the rest are mentioned separately once 
more as the effects of Brahman, because the king wants to point out particularly 
that they are not Brahman, as previously alleged. 

3 §, R, SK. 

3 Ś, R, Bh, SK. 4 Vide Br. Si. 1.1.29-32. 
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this vital-breath alone he becomes one’ (Kaus. 3.3; 4.20), one of 
these two is to be understood, and not the Supreme Soul,— 

(We reply:) “that has been explained" in the sub-section, begin- 
ning with the aphorism: ‘The vital-breath, on account of intelligi- 
bility in that way’ (Br. Sü. 1.1.29). There, the text being ascer- 
tained to have Brahman for its object on the ground of the beginning 
and the end, the marks of the individual soul and the rest, too, have 
been described as referring to Him alone. In the very same manner, 
here, too, in the beginning, in the passage: ‘ ' Let me declare Brahman 
to you’’’ (Kaus. 4.1), Brahman is mentioned as the object. In the 
middle, too, in the text: ''*Of whom this is the work"'' (Kaus. 4.19), 
Brahman is mentioned as the agent of the ‘work’ or the entire universe. 
The end as well refers to none but Brahman, since the text: ‘He who 
knows thus, having overcome all evils, attains supremacy, independent 
rule and lordship among all beings’ (Kaus. 4.20), declares that 
excellent results pertain to His worshippers. Thus, this text being 
ascertained to be referring to Brahman, the characteristic marks of 
the individual soul and the rest, too, are to be taken as referring to 
Him. And, it is not to be said that there is any repetition here (oí 
what has already been said under Br. Si. 1.1.29-32), since that section 
about Pratardana does not determine the meaning of the text: ‘Of 
whom this is the work’ (Kaus. 4.19), which the present section does. 


COMPARISON 
Bhaskara 


Reading different, viz. he reads this sütra and the next one as one 
sütra.! 


SOTRA 18 


“But JAIMINI (THINKS THAT THE MENTION OF THE INDIVIDUAL 
SOUL) HAS A DIFFERENT PURPOSE, ON ACCOUNT OF QUESTION AND 
EXPLANATION, AND THUS SOME (READ). 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Jaimini thinks that the mention of the individual soul in this 
section has the purpose of suggesting Brahman, other than the 


1 Bh. B. 1.1.17, p. 78. 
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individual soul, on account of the question: ‘‘‘ Where, O Balaki, did 
this person lie? What did he become? Whence did he come back ?’’’ 
(Kaus. 4.191); and on account of the reply: ''*When the sleeping 
person sees no dreams whatsoever, then in this vital-breath alone he 
becomes one"' (Kaus. 4.192). The Vajasaneyins, too, thus record 
the Supreme Soul as other than the individual soul. There too, there 
are question and answer. The question is: ‘ “What did he then be- 
come? Whence did he return’’?’ (Brh. 2.1.16 3), and the answer 
is: ‘“ That which is this ether within the heart, in that he lies”’ 
(Brh. 2.1.17 4). 
Vedànta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz.: since in the text: 'In this vital-breath 
alone he becomes one’ (Kaus. 4.19), entering by the individual 
soul is mentioned, and sinoe the term 'vital-breath' is applied to 
Brahman, who alone is fit to be the substratum of the individual 
soul's entering, let the characteristic marks of the vital-breath refer 
to Brahman. But it seems very difficult to take the characteristic 
marks of the individual soul as referring to Brahman, since here in the 
passage: ‘They two went to a sleeping person’ (Kaus. 4.19), the 
exclusive mark of an individual soul is found,—the author replies 
here. 

The teacher Jaimini thinks that the mention of the individual 
soul in this section “has a different purpose”, viz. the purpose of 
demonstrating that the Supreme Soul,—possessed of the qualities 
of being a support and the rest,—is different from the individual soul, 
possessed of the qualities of ‘ being the object to be supported ’, etc. 
Why? “On account of question and explanation." Thus, Ajata- 
Satru, a knower of Brahman, approached a sleeping person with 
Balaki, desirous of enquiring into Brahman; and called that person 
thus: *'*O Soma, the king’’’ (Kaus. 4.19). But when the sleeper 
did not hear him, Ajatasatru thereby demonstrated the fact that 
enjoyer is different from the vital-breath and the rest which are not 
enjoyers. After that, when the sentient soul, different from those non- 
sentient, was awakened by the push of the stick, Aj&taSatru himself 
asked the following questions with a view to demonstrating Brahman 
once more as different from the sentient and the non-sentient: 


1$ B. 3 Op. cit. 
3 $, R, Bh, SK, B. 4 Op. cit. 
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* * Where, O Balaki, did this person lie? What, verily, did he become ? 
Whence did he return" ?’ (Kaus. 4.19). As Bālāki was unable to 
answer the question, Ajátasatru himself replied: ‘“‘When the sleeping 
person sees no dream whatsoever, then in this vital-breath alone he 
becomes one; . . . . when he wakes up, . . . . then from 
this soul all the vital-breaths proceed, each towards its place, from the 
vital-breaths the gods, from the gods the worlds"' (Kaus. 4.20). 
On account of such question and answer the Supreme Soul, different 
from the individual soul, is to be understood here. 'The sense is 
this: During the period of deep sleep, the soul, having drawn forth 
the whole group sense-organs, and having entered into the Supreme 
Soul,—denoted by the term ' vital-breath' which stands in apposition 
with the pronoun ‘this’ in the text: ‘In this vital-breath’ (Kaus. 
4.19),—becomes self-abiding and tranquil. Then, when time comes, 
it goes out from that very vital-breath for undergoing retributive 
experiences. This Supreme Soul, celebrated to be the substratum 
of deep sleep! and the rest, and different from the individual soul, 
is the object to be known,—such is the view of Jaimini as well. The 
mention of Jaimini is for the purpose of clearly indicating that the 
meaning stated above by us is highly commendable. 

“And thus some", ie. the Vajasaneyins designate the Supreme 
Soul as different from the individual soul, consisting of intelligence. 
There, too, a dialogue between Balaki and Ajatasatru has been intro- 
duced, containing a question and an answer. The question is: ‘“ He 
who consists of intelligence, what did he become then? Whence did 
he come?’’’ (Brh. 2.1.16); and the answer is: ‘‘‘That which is the 
ether within the heart, in that he lies"' (Brh. 2.1.17 2). That the 
ether is the Supreme Soul has been established under the section, 
concerned with the text: ‘Small is the ether within that’ (Chand. 
8.1.13). This difference between the individual soul and the Lord 
has been demonstrated before by the author of the aphorisms in many 
aphorisms like: ‘And on account of the designation of difference’ 
(Br. Si. 1.1.18 4), etc. Incidentally it is confirmed here too as being 


1 Vide Br. Si. 3.2.7. 

2 The Bàlàki Ajdtasatru-samvada in Brh. 2.1 is exactly similar to that in 
Kaus. 4, only the latter makes no mention of the ether. 

3 Vide Dahara-adhikarana, Br. 8G. 1.3.14—24. 

4 Vide also Br. Sü. 1.1.22, 1.2.4, 1.2.21, 1.2.23, 1.3.5, ete. (The num- 
bering is Nimbáürka's.) : ; 
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held by Jaimini as well, with the words: “But Jaimini (thinks that 
the mention of the individual soul has a different purpose”. With a 
view to showing that it is confirmed all the more strongly as being 
based on the Veda, it is said: “On account of question and explana- 
tion", and for suggesting that it is celebrated in all the Upanisads, 
it is said “and thus some". The non-difference between the individual 
soul and Brahman, too, has been mentioned before,} and we shall 
speak of it carefully later on.2 Hence, none but the Supreme Soul 
is taught as the object to be known. It is established that He alone 
is the cause of the origin and the rest of the universe, and not purusa, 
established in the Tantra, or pradhàna, superintended by it. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘Denoting the world’ (5). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


General import same, only while Nimbarka, as before, connects 
this adhikarana more directly with the topic of the preceding part 
of the pada, viz. refutation of the Samkhya view, Samkara and 
Bhüskara do not do so, but take it to be concerned with the general 
question of the concordance of all texts with regard to Brahman.? 


Srikantha 


General import same, but he too does not take this adhikarana 
as concerned with the refutation of the Sàmkhya doctrine, but with 
the question of the difference between the individual soul and Brah- 
man.* Hence according to him, the problem here is whether the 


1 Vide V.K. 1.1.1, p. 11, 1.1.7, p. 25, 1.2.0, p. 52, etc. (Page references 
are to the K.S.S. ed.) 

3 Vide e.g. V.K. 1.4.20, p. 139, 1.4.21, p. 140, 2.1.16, p. 151, ete. (K.8.8. 
ed.) 

3 This is evident from the fact that while according to Nimbdrka the question 
is whether in Kaus. 4.19 the object to be known is the Sdmkhya purusa or the 
Supreme Soul (vide V.P.S. 1.3.16), according to Samkara and Bháskara, the 
question is whether in the same text the object to be known is the vital-breath 
or the Supreme Soul. Vide S.B. 1.4.16, p. 418; Bh. B. 1.4.16, p. 78. 

* Punar apt jivdt paramedvarasya anya-bhávam upapddayati. SK. B. 1.4.16, 
Intro., p. 535, Part 6. 
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object to be known in Kausitaki text (4.19) is the individual soul 
or the Supreme Soul, and so on. 


Adhikarana 6: The section entitled ‘The con- 
nection of texts’. (Suütras 19-22) 


SÜTRA 19 


* AND ON ACCOUNT OF THE CONNECTION OF TEXTS." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


In the text: ‘“‘O! the self, verily, should be seen”’’ (Brh. 2.4.5 ; 
4.5.6 2), the Supreme Soul should be understood as the object to be 
geen, “on account of the connection" of the text with Him alone. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now, by showing once more the concordance of the scriptural 
texts with regard to Brahman, the author is disposing of purusa, 
admitted by the Sàmkhyas. 

We find the following text in the Brhadüranyaka under the 
Maitreyi-bráhmana, beginning: ‘He said: “O, not for the love of the 
husband, verily, is à husband dear, but for the love of the soul is a 
husband dear” ' (Brh. 2.4.5; 4.5.6), and continuing : '''*O, the self, 
verily, should be seen, should be heard, should be meditated on” ' 
(Brh. 2.4.5; 4.5.6). Here the doubt is, viz. whether the soul, the 
twenty-fifth principle of the Samkhyas, is taught as the object to be 
seen, or the Highest Person, Lord Vasudeva? What is reasonable 
here? "The prima facie objector thinks: The soul, the twenty-fifth 
principle established by the Tantra, is taught as the object to be seen 
and so on, as it is possible for it alone to be the object of the acts of 
perception and the rest; as it is impossible for Brahman, admitted 
by the defendant, to be properly an object of an act, He being unlimited 
by so muchness; as the connection of the Self with the dearness of 
husband, wife, son and the rest, mentioned in the beginning, is possible 
on the part of only purusa, mentioned by the Tantra; as in the middle, 
too, in the text: ‘“This great Being, infinite and endless, is but a 


matum sales 
a — M À—— M 


1 Op. cit., pp. 536 et seg. 2 §, R, Bh, SK, B. 
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mass of intelligence. Having risen from those elements, one vanishes 
into them alone. After death, there is no consciousness ” ’ (Brh. 2.4.12; 
4.5.13), purusa is laid down as subject to transmigratory existence 
as connected with origin and destruction—purusa, which is mentioned 
in the Tantra, the very one, which dwells within the body as indicated 
by the word ‘this’, which is indicated by the word ‘great being’ with 
a view to making its distinction from the material beings clear, which 
is indicated by the word ‘infinite’ with a view to making its illimitable- 
ness in time clear, which is endless, i.e. innumerable, and which is a 
mass of intelligence; and as, finally, towards the end as well, the 
text: ‘“‘O, whereby one should know the knower’’?’ (Brh. 2.4.14; 
4.5.15), declares it to be a knower. 

With regard to it, we point out the right conclusion: None but 
the Highest Person is here taught as the object to be seen and so on. 
Why? Because the text has connection with the Supreme Soul 
alone, i.e. because from a consideration of the beginning and the end, 
the connection of the group of texts, intending to convey the same 
meaning, as referring to the Supreme Soul is known. Thus, when 
from Yajfiavalkya’s statement, viz.: ' “Of immortality, however, there 
is no hope through wealth" ' (Brh. 2.4.2; 4.5.3). Maitreyi came to 
know definitely that work, to be accomplished by means of wealth, 
is not a means to salvation,—as well-known from other scriptural 
texts too, viz.: ‘ Frail indeed are these boats of sacrifices ' (Mund. 
1.2.7), * What is not made is not gained through what is made’ 
(Mund. 1.2.12) and so on,—she, desiring for salvation, asked about 
the means to salvation, thus: ' "What shall I do with that whereby 
I may not be immortal? Whatever, Sir, you know, tell me that" ' 
(Brh. 2.4.3; 4.5.4). Thus asked, Yajfiavalkya taught the Supreme 
Soul alone, the soul of all, as the object of the acts of seeing and the 
rest, thus: ‘“‘O, the self, verily, should be seen" ' (Brh. 2.4.3; 4.5.4), 
salvation being possible through the meditation on Him alone. 'The 
knowledge of all, too, is possible through the knowledge of Him. 
In the end, too, the attribute of 'being the self of all', mentioned 
in the passage: ' “‘ All this is the soul” ' (Brh. 2:4.6; 4.5.7), is a charac- 
teristio mark of the Supreme Soul alone. 


[st. 1. 4. 20. 
ADH. 6.] VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA 253 


SOTRA 20 


“(THE BEGINNING WITH THE INDIVIDUAL SOUL IS) A MARK OF THE 
ESTABLISHMENT OF THE INITIAL PROPOSITION, ASMARATHYA 
(THINKS SO)." 
- Vedünta-pàrijáta-saurabha 


To the question: Why, then, is there the beginning with the 
individual soul ? we reply: the fact that the Supreme Soul is designated 
by a word denoting the individual soul,—the latter being non-different 
from the former as His effect,—is a convincing proof “ of the estab- 
lishment of the initial proposition”, viz. that through the knowledge 
of one, there is the knowledge of all. So “Aémarathya’’ thinks. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be objected: The individual soul alone is apprehended as 
connected with the dearness of husband and the rest in the beginning, 
in the passage: ' '* O, not for the love of the husband, verily, is a husband 
dear, but for the love of the soul is a husband dear" ' (Brh. 2.4.5; 
4.5.0) and so on; as well as connected with origin and destruction 
in the middle, in the passage: ‘“ Having arisen from these beings, one 
vanishes into them alone. After death there is no consciousness" ' 
(Brh. 2.4.12; 4.5.13),— 

(We reply:) True. Still, by the term “individual soul" the 
Supreme Soul is to be understood here. No such objection can be raised 
in view of the fact that He, being the cause of all, can be denoted by 
all words. 'The author is showing this with the approval of another 
teacher. 

In aecordance with the text: 'From whom, verily, all these 
elements arise’ (Tait. 3.1), the individual soul, too, entered into the 
elements, is reckoned among the effects, and Brahman is the cause. 
These two being the effect and the cause, there is, undoubtedly, a 
primary difference between them. Thus the texts designating duality 
are correct. Since the effect is non-different from the cause, being 
born from it and so on, non-difference between the two, too, is equally 
a fact. Thus, the texts designating non-duality, too, are correct. 
In this way, both the kinds of texts being authoritative in their own 
senses, there is & natural relation of difference and non-difference 
between the individual soul and Brahman. Hence, it is possible for 
words denoting the effects to denote the causes as well, just as in the 


f [s0. 1. 4. 21. 
254 VEDANTA-PARIJATA-SAURABHA ADH. 6.] 


case of the pot and the clay, standing in the relation of effect and 
cause, the word ‘pot’ refers to the clay as well. This being so, the 
initial proposition too, viz. that through the knowledge of one, there 
is the knowledge of all, is established,—such is the view of Áémarathya. 
The meaning of the words of the aphorism is as follows: This, really, 
is “a mark" or a convincing proof “of the establishment of the initial 
proposition", viz. that through the knowledge of one, there is the 
knowledge of all. What mark? Listen! The individual soul being 
non-different from the Supreme Soul as His effect, by the word 
"individual soul" the Supreme Soul is designated,—so the teacher 


Áémarathya thinks. 


SÜTRA 21 


“ON ACCOUNT OF SUCH A CONDITION OF ONE WHO IS ABOUT TO 
DEPART, AUDULOMI (THINKS SO)." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


On account of the union of the individual soul, about to depart 
from the body, with Brahman, Brahman is denoted by a word denoting 
the individual soul,—so Audulomi thinks. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


“On account of such a condition," i.e. on account of the union 
of the individual soul with the Supreme Soul,—of the soul which “is 
about to depart" from the aggregation of the body and the sense- 
organs, in accordance with the text: ‘As the flowing rivers disappear 
into the sea, leaving names and forms, so a knower, freed from name 
and form, attains the celestial Person, higher than the high’ (Chand. 
8.3.4); which is endowed with the hearing, the thinking, the meditation 
and the direct vision of Brahman; and which is well-known to be 
unborn from the scriptural and Smrti texts like: ‘A wise man is 
neither born, nor dies’ (Katha 2.18), ‘This is unborn, eternal, 
constant’ (Gitá 2.20), ie. on account of its attaining the state of 
Brahman, the Supreme Soul is denoted by a term denoting the 
individual soul,—so thinks the teacher Audulomi. On this view, 
there is a difference between the individual soul and Brahman during 
tho soul's state of bondage, and non-difference during its state of 
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release. In this manner, there are both difference and non-difference 
between the individual soul and Brahman. Thus, the meaning of the 
text is difference and non-difference,—such is the view of the teacher 
Audulomi. Such difference and non-difference are admitted by the 
reverend Audulomi for the benefit of the dull-witted. But really 
even during the state of bondage, the individual soul, which is atomic 
in size and possesses little knowledge, though different from Brahman 
who is all-pervasive, non-deviating in nature and omniscient, is yet 
non-different from Him, since it has no separate existence and 
activity,—just as a leaf is non-different from the tree, the ray from the 
lamp, the attribute from its substratum and the sense-organs from the 
vital-breath. Likewise, though in release it is non-different from 
Him, it having no separate existence and activity, at the same time, 
it is undoubtedly different from Him, in accordance with the text: 
‘It is completed in its own form alone’ ! (Chand. 8.3.4). Otherwise, 
the imperishableness of the respective natures of both must come to 
be jeopardized. The view of Áémarathya, too, should be known to be 


the same. 
COMPARISON 


The commentators give different meanings of the word 'evam 
bhavat’. According to Samkara and Bhāskara it means ‘on account 
of attaining identity with the Supreme Soul’; 2 according to Ramanuja 
and Srikantha, ‘on account of attaining the state of the Supreme Soul’ ;3 
and according to Baladeva, ‘on account of becoming dear to all, etc.’4 


SOTRA 22 


“ON ACCOUNT OF ABIDING, SO KASAKRTSNA.”’ 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“On account of the abiding” of the Supreme Lord,—celebrated in 
the passage: ‘Entered within, the ruler of men’ (Tait. Ar. 3.11.1, 2 5) 


1 ‘ Eva’ is not included in the original text. Vide Chand. 8.3.4, p. 421. 

2 ‘ Paramátmaikyopapatteh.! S.B. 1.4.21, p. 425; Bh. B. 1.4.21, p. 81. 

3 *Paramátma-bhávàt.! Sri. B. 1.4.21, p. 394, Part 1, Madras ed. k. B. 
1.4.21, p. 649, Part 6. 

4 Q.B. 1.4.21 | 5P.181. R. 
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and so on,—in the individual soul as the controller, in the beginning 
and in what follows, by a term denoting the object to be controlled 
the controller is understood—so thinks Kaéakrtana. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


“On account of the abiding” of the Supreme Soul in the individual 
soul,—an object to be controlled by Him,—as its soul, in accordance 
with the texts: ‘He who abiding in the soul is other than the soul, 
whom the soul does not know, of whom the soul is the body, who rules 
the soul within, he is your soul, the inner controller, immortal’ (Sat. 
Br. 14.6.7, 301), ‘Entered within, the ruler of men, the soul of all’ 
(Tait. Ar. 3.11.2), by a term denoting the individual soul, the 
Supreme Soul is denoted,—so thinks the teacher Kasakrtsna, a knower 
of the object controlled, as well as of the controller. 

Thus, by means of the views of the three sages, the nature of 
difference and non-difference has been incidentally shown by his 
Holiness. And with a view to removing the contradiction among the 
scriptural texts by his own theory, he will clearly prove the natural 
relation of difference-non-difference between the individual soul 
and Brahman in the aphorisms: ‘A part, on account of the designation 
of variety’ (Br. Sü. 2.3.42) and so on. 

Here, the word ‘soul’ in the beginning refers to the Supreme Soul 
alone. The worship of that very Supreme Soul is designated as a 
means to salvation in the passage: ‘‘‘O, the soul, verily” ’ (Brh. 2.4.5; 
4.5.6) and so on. The text: ‘Having arisen from these beings, one 
vanishes into them alone’ (Brh. 2.4.12; 4.5.13), indicates trans- 
migratory existence pertaining to one who is averse to the Supreme 
Soul; and the text: ‘There is no consciousness after death’ (Brh. 
2.4.12; 4.5.13) indicates salvation pertaining to His worshipper. 
Hence, it is established that the texts of the Maitreyi-brahmana all 
agree in referring to Brahman, different and non-different from the 
sentient and the non-sentient, the cause of all, to be approached by 
the freed and the controller of all. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘The connection of texts’ (6). 


—— e A d 


1 P. 1074, line 18. 
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COMPARISON 
Samkara, Bhüskara and Srikantha 


Here too, as before, the general import is the same, but while 
Nimbarka 1 takes this adhikarana to be connected more directly with 
the refutation of the Samkhya doctrine, Samkara, Bhiaskara and Sri- 
kantha, do not. Further, Samkara and Bhàskara interpret the word 
*avasthiteh' differently. To them, it means ‘because of (Brah- 
man's) abiding as the individual soul’ (vijfiàtmà-bhàvena) 2. 


Adhikarana "7: The section entitled ‘The 
material cause’. (Sütras 23-27) 


SÜTRA 23 


** (BRAHMAN IS) THE MATERIAL CAUSE, AND (THE EFFICIENT CAUSE), 
ON ACCOUNT OF THE ABSENCE OF CONFLIOT WITH REGARD TO THE 
INITIAL PROPOSITION AND THE ILLUSTRATION.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“ The material cause,” as well as the efficient cause,—indicated by 
the particle “and” (in the sütra),—is none but the Supreme Soul, 
because then alone the initial proposition: ‘‘‘Did you ask for that in- 
struction whereby the unheard becomes heard, the unthought becomes 
thought, the unknown becomes known ?’’’ (Chand. 6.1.3 3), as well as 
the illustration: ‘ “Just as, my dear, through a lump of clay, all objects 
made of clay may be known" ' (Chand. 6.1.4 4) are explicable. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Having thus refuted the atheistic school of the Simkhyas, now 
the author, by refuting the theistic school of the Samkhyas, is confirm- 
ing the view, mentioned above, that the Lord is the non-different 
material and efficient cause of the world. l 

It may be objected that, properly, this section ought to have 
been inserted immediately after the aphorism: ‘From whom (arise) 


1 Vide V.K. 1.4.11, p. 137, Kast ed. 

2 §.B. 1.4.21, p. 426; Bh. B. 1.4.21, p. 81. 

3 Š, R, Bh, SK, B. 4 Op. cit. 
17 i 
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the origin and the rest of this’ (Br. Si. 1.1.2), demonstrating the 
characteristic marks of Brahman, establishing the nature of the cause 
of the world. (To this we reply): No. One sees its appropriateness 
here indeed. Thus, on the enquiry: viz. Of what mark is Brahman ? 
with regard to the injunction, viz. ‘An enquiry into Brahman should 
be undertaken’,—the mark of Brahman was stated in the aphorism 
‘From whom (arise) the origin and the rest of this’ (Br. Sti. 1.1.2). 
There it was certainly established, on the ground of scriptural and 
Smrti texts, that Brahman is both the material and the efficient 
cause. After that, there being no enquiry as to whether He is only 
the material cause, or only the efficient cause, the topic was not 
further amplified. But there those who take everything to be the 
transformation of prakrti (and take Brahman to be the efficient 
cause only) are being refuted separately. 

Thus, some theistic Samkhyas hold: In the world of ordinary 
experience, sentient beings like potters and the rest are found to be 
the efficient cause alone, and not the material cause. In the passages: 
‘He thought’ (Brh. 1.2.5; Ait. 1.1), ‘He thought’ (Praéna 6.3), 
creation is said to be preceded by thinking. Hence let the Supreme 
Lord, the thinker, be, somehow or other, only the efficient cause of 
the world; but the material cause of mahat and the rest is nothing 
but pradhàna, superintended by Him, just as clay is the material 
cause of pots and the like, in accordance with the text: ‘He thinks 
of her who is the mother of all changes, non-knowing, having eight 
forms, and eternal. Ruled by him she manifests herself; again incited 
and superintended by him alone! she gives birth to the world for the 
benefit of the soul. She is a cow, without beginning and end, the 
progenitress, the source of all beings’ (Cùl. 3b-5a 2). 

With regard to it, we reply: Brahman alone is ‘prakrti’, i.e. the 
material cause of the world, as well as its efficient cause, indicated by 
the particle “and” (in the sūtra). Why? ‘On account of the 
absence of conflict with regard to the initial proposition and illus- 
tration," i.e. on account of the non-contradiction or consistency of 

1 Incorrect, ought to be ‘adhydsité, which is translated here. 
2 Reading different, viz.: 
‘ Vikára-jananim máyám asta-rapam dhruvdm 
Dhyáyate adhydstta tena tanyate preritá punah. 
Stüyate purusürthaA ca tenaivddhisthità purd 
Gaur anádavati så tu janitri bhüta-bAdvini'. Vide Cal. 3-8, p. 230. 
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the initial proposition and the illustration. The initial proposition, 
to begin with, is as follows: ‘ ‘‘ Did you ask for that instruction whereby 
the unheard becomes heard, the unthought thought, the unknown 
known?” ’ (Chand. 6.1.3). The meaning of this text is as follows: 
O son Svetaketu! Did you ask for that ‘instruction’, ie. that 
instructor, viz. the Supréme Soul, ‘whereby’, i.e. through hearing 
of whom from the preceptor, even what is unheard becomes heard, 
what is unthought becomes thought, what is unknown becomes 
known? It is known from this initial proposition that the Supreme 
Soul is the material cause, since the hearing and the rest of the effects 
is justifiable only through the hearing and the rest of the material 
cause. The illustration given is as follows: ‘ “Just as, my dear, through 
a lump of clay, all objects made of clay may be'known"' (Chand. 
6.1.4) and so on. It is known from this illustration that the Supreme 
Soul is the material cause of the object illustrated as well (viz. clay). 
A potter has not been cited in the illustration ; and through a potter 
being known, a pot cannot be known. But alump of clay being known, 
all objects made of clay, like pots and the rest, may, indeed, be known. 

To the contention, viz. that in the world of ordinary experience 
sentient beings like potters and the rest are found to be efficient 
causes merely,—we reply: We do not arrive at the cause of the world 
by means of inference and the rest, and so, for us, there is no need for 
the illustration of a potter. But discarding all evidences contrary 
to the Veda, we follow what is mentioned by Scripture and the pre- 
ceptor 1. Moreover, in the world of ordinary experience, too, we see 
that a sentient person is the material cause of the effects like hairs, 
body-hairs and the rest; that a spider is the material cause of the 
web, and so on. We read in Scripture, too: ‘Just as hairs and body- 
hairs (arise) from a person, just as a spider creates and takes' (Mund. 
1.1.72). If it be objected that in the above cases, the material 
causes containing elements, suitable for giving rise to the effects, —(we 
reply:) in the subject of our discussion, too, there is God's self-power, 
called prakrti. 

1 Vide V.K. 1.1.3. 

3 Correct quotation: 

* Yathá irna-ndbhth srjate grhnate ca 
Yathá prihivydm ogadhayah sambhavanti. 
Yathá satah purusát keéa-lomani’, eto. Vide Mund. 1.1.7, p. 9. 
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SÜTRA 24 


* ON ACCOUNT OF THE TEACHING OF REFLECTION." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“On account of the teaching of reflection” in the text: ‘He 
perceived (i.e. thought): ‘‘ May I be many’’’ (Chand. 6.2.3), the fact 
that Brahman is the creator (i.e. the efficient cause) and the material 


cause is established. 
Vedanta-kaustubha 


9 


* On account of the teaching of reflection," i.e. on account of 
the. teaching of resolution, in the passage: ‘He wished’ (Tait. 2.6), 
as well as on account of the teaching of resolution in the passage 
'"May I be many"" (Tait. 2.6; Chand. 6.2.3), the Supreme Soul 
alone can appropriately be the creator (or the efficient cause) and the 
material cause respectively). 


COMPARISON 


All others read ‘ca’ in the end. 


SUTRA 25 


“AND ON ACCOUNT OF THE DIRECT MENTION OF BOTH IN THE 
SACRED TEXT." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


On account of the direct mention of Brahman as the efficient 
and material cause in the sacred text: ‘Brahman was the wood, 
Brahman the tree from which they carved out the heaven and the 
earth. O wise men, ask through the mind whereon it stood supporting 
the worlds’ 2 (Tait. Br. 2.8.9.6-7 8), Brahman alone is of the two-fold 
forms. 

1 The reading in the C.S.S. ed. of V.P.S., however, -adds ‘ca’ at the end, 
p. 23. But the Brindaban ed. (vol. I) omits the ‘ca’, p. 364. 

2 Last line of the quotation incorrect. For the correct quotation see below 
V.K. The C.S.8. ed. gives the correct quotation, p. 23, which is translated here. 
3 P. 360, lines 5-7, vol. 2. 
R, Bh, D. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


The particle **and" implies affirmation. Brahman is, indeed, 
both the material and the efficient cause. Why? ‘On account of 
the direct mention of both in the sacred text." Thus, to the question, 
viz. ‘What was the wood, what was the tree from which they carved 
out the heaven and the earth? O wise men, ask through the mind 
whereon it stood supporting the worlds’ (Tait. Br. 2.8.9.6 !; Rg.V. 
10.81.42), the answer: ‘ Brahman was the wood, Brahman the tree 
from which they carved out the heaven and the earth. O wise men, 
I tell you through the mind, it stood on Brahman supporting the 
worlds’ (Tait. Br. 2.8.9.6-7), directly records ‘both’, ie. the fact 
that Brahman is both the efficient and the material cause. 


COMPARISON 
Bhaskara 


This is Sütra 24 in his commentary. Interpretation different, 
viz. ‘ On account of the direct mention of both (viz. origin and dissolu- 
tion) by the sacred text’. That is, in Chandogya 1.9.1 it is said that 
all beings arise from and disappear into the ether. Now, here the term 
‘ether’ stands for Brahman (as shown in Br. Si. 1.1.22). Hence the 
above passage means that all things arise from and disappear into 
Brahman. But things disappear into their material cause from which 
they have arisen. Hence the above passage proves that Brahman is 
the material cause of everything. 


SOTRA 26 


* ON ACCOUNT OF OREATING HIMSELF, ON ACOOUNT OF TRANS- 
FORMATION." 
Vedànta-pàrijáta-saurabha 


Brahman alone is the efficient and the material cause of the world. 
Why? ‘On account of creating Himself," as known from the passage: 
‘That itself created itself’ (Tait. 2.74). If it be objected: Now can 
the Creator be Himself the object of creation?—(We reply:) ‘ On 


-—- 


1 P. 360, lines 2—5, vol. 2. 2 P. 336, lines 8-10. 
3 Bh. B. 1.4.24, p. 85. 4 §, R, Bh, SK, B. 
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account of transformation’. The omniscient and omnipotent Brah- 
man, having transformed Himself into the form of the world by the 
projection of His power, becomes transformed, indeed, through His 
own nature, undeveloped, and possessing powers like creatorship, etc. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Brahman alone is the efficient and the material cause. Why ? 
* On account of creating himself." That is, in the text: ‘That itself 
created itself’ (Tait. 2.7), He Himself is indicated as the creator of 
Himself, the object of creation,—the word ‘krti’ means creation,— 
on account of this. If it be objected: How can the fact that the 
Creator Himself is the object of His own creation be reconcilable ?— 
the author replies: ** On account of transformation". The omniscient 
and omnipotent Supreme Soul, non-deviating in nature, transforms 
Himself into the form of the world through the projection of His own 
powers, consisting in His own self and superintended by Him; on 
account of such a transformation everything is faultless. His powers 
are infinite and natural, as established by the following scriptural 
and Smrti texts, viz. ‘ His supreme power is declared to be of various 
kinds indeed, and natural is the operation of his knowledge and power ’ 
(Svet. 6.8). ‘The ancient Person is possessed of a variety of powers, 
and the powers of others cannot be like them’, ‘ Hundreds of positive 
powers, like creation and the rest, which are inconceivable to the com- 
prehension of all beings, may belong to Brahman, O best among the 
ascetics, as heat to fire’ (V.P. 1.3.21) He projects them in the 
beginning of creation. The best among the sacred texts of the Sveta- 
Svataras proves His non-dependence on another at the beginning of 
creation, as well as His being without an equal or a superior, thus: 
* His action and organ do not exist, His equal or superior is not seen’ 
(Svet. 6.8). And the following scriptural and Smrti texts are evidences 
with regard to His transformation or the projection of powers: ‘Just 
as a spider creates and takes’ (Mund. 1.1.7), ‘Having entered into 
pradhàna (i.e. matter) and purusa (i.e. soul) through His own wish, 
Hari stirred up the mutable (viz. matter) and the immutable (viz. 
soul) when the time of creation arrived’ (V.P. 1.2.29 2), * Just as a 
tortoise, having stretched forth its limbs, draws them in again, so the 


1 P. 22. 3 P. 16. 
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soul of beings swallows up again the created beings’ (Maha. 12. 


70725—1013a1). 
COMPARISON 


Ràmànuja and Srikantha 


They break the sūtra into two different sütras, viz. ‘Atmakyteh’ 
and ' Parinàmát '.? 


SÜTRA 27 


"AND BECAUSE (BRAHMAN) IS OELEBRATED TO BE THE SOUROE." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


And in the texts: ‘The source of beings which the wise see’ 
(Mund. 1.1.68), ‘The creator, the Lord, the person, the source of 
Brahma’ (Mund. 3.1.34), Brahman ‘‘is celebrated" by the word 
"source". Hence, Brahman alone is the material cause. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


** Because" in the texts: ‘The source of beings which the wise 
see’ (Mund. 1.1.6), ‘The creator, the Lord, the person, the source 
of Brahma’ (Mund. 3.1.3), ‘This is the source of all’ (Mand. 6), 
Brahman “ is celebrated" by the word ‘‘ source”, denoting the material 
cause,—the material cause is none but Brahman,—this is the sense. 
Hence, the doctrine of the Sémkhyas is not to be accepted, being 
opposed as it is to the Veda. It is established that Lord Krsna alone, 
the sole topic of all the Vedas, different and non-different from the 
universe, the Highest Person, the Lord, and the Lord of all, is to be 
meditated on by one desirous of salvation as the non-different material 
and efficient cause of the universe. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘The material cause’ (7). 


1 P. 615, lines 24-25, vol. 3. Reading: ‘Harate’ instead of ‘grasate’. 
Vatgavasi ed. too reads 'harate', p. 1571. 

9 Sri. B. p. 404, Part 1; Sk. B., pp. 564-65, Part 6. 

3 $, R, Bh, B. 

4 Op. cit. 


[sC. 1. 4. 28. 
204 VEDANTA-PARIJATA-SAURABHA ADH. 8.] 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Srikantha 


As before they do not take this adhikarana to be directly connected 
with the refutation of the Samkhya view, as Nimbarka does.! 


Adhikarana 8: The section entitled ‘The expla- 
nation of all’. (Sütra 28) 


SÜTRA 28 


‘HEREBY ALL IS EXPLAINED, EXPLAINED." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


* Hereby”, i.e. by the totality of the sections, ‘all’ the Vedàntas 
‘are explained’ as referring to Brahman, ‘‘ explained". 


Here ends the fourth quarter of the first chapter of the Vedanta- 
parijata-saurabha, an interpretation of the Sariraka-mimamsa 
texts, and composed by the reverend Nimbarka. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Wow, the reverend author of the aphorisms is showing the con- 
cordance of all the Vedàntas with regard to Brahman by means of 
extended and analogical application.? ** Hereby”, i.e. through the 
above mode of concordance, “all” Vedàntas, mentioned or non- 
mentioned, should be known to be ‘“‘explained”’ as referring to Brahman. 
It should be known that the Vedas also are in concordance with 
regard to Brahman alone, in accordance with the scriptural text: 
*The word which all the Vedas record' (Katha 2.15); and in accordance 
with the Smrti text: ***I alone am to be known through all the 
Vedas''' (Gità 15.15). The repetition shows the end of the chapter. 
Hence it is established that Lord Krsna, the cause of the origin 
and the rest of the universe, the sole topic of all the Vedas, and 


1 Vide V.K. 1.4.23, p. 142 and 1.4.27, p. 145. K.S.S. ed. 
3 Atideéóa. For the explanation of ‘atideda’ see V.K. 2.1.3. 
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denoted by the terms ‘Brahman’, ‘Narayana’ and the rest, is to be 
worshipped by one, desirous of salvation, through hearing, thinking, 
meditating and so on. 


Here ends the section entitled “The M— of all’ (8). 

Here ends the fourth quarter of the first chapter of the Vedanta- 
kaustubha, a commentary on the Sariraka-mimamsa, and composed 
by the reverend teacher Srinivasa, dwelling under the holy lotus-feet 
of Nimbarka, the founder and teacher of the sect of the venerable 
Sanatkuméara. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara- 


Interpretation different, viz. they connect this adhikarana more 
directly with the refutation of the Samkhya doctrine, which Nimbarka 
does not. Thus, the meaning of the sütra according to Samkara and 
Bhaskara is: ‘Hereby’ (ie. by the mode of refuting the Sámkhya 
view), all (i.e. other doctrine like Atomism and the rest) are explained 
(as negated), explained ’.1 

Baladeva 

Interpretation different, viz. ‘Hereby (viz. by the method indi- 
cated above) all (the words like pradhàna, Siva and the rest) are 
explained (as denoting Brahman alone), explained ’.? 

Thus, we find that Nimbarka, Ramanuja and Baladeva direct 
the entire pàda, except the last adhikarana, to the refutation of the 
Samkhya view, but surprisingly enough make no reference to the 
Samkhya view in the last adhikarana, bringing in different topics. 
Nimbàrka and Ràmànuja speak of the general concordance of the 
Vedànta texts in the last section, while Baladeva speaks of the signi- 
ficance of all names. 

No less surprising is the procedure of Samkara and Bhāskara. 
Samkara finishes with the refutation of the Sàmkhya doctrine in 
adhikarana 3, and takes the intervening four adhikarana as concerned, 
not with the refutation of the Samkhya doctrine, but with the general 
concordance of the Vedanta texts, etc. Then, all of a sudden, he 
refers to the Samkhya doctrine in the last adhikarana. 


1 S.B. 1.4.28, p. 436; Bh. B. 1.4.27, p. 86. 
? G.B. 1.4.28. 
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Bhaskara closely follows Samkara. He too finishes with the 
refutation of the Sáàmkhya doctrine in adhikarana 3, takes the inter- 
vening three adhikaranas as concerned with the general concordance 
of texts, but takes the last two adhikaranas as referring to the 
Süámkhya doctrine. 

Srikantha is the most consistent of all He finishes with the 
refutation of the Samkhya doctrine in adhikarana 3, once for all, 
and directs the remaining adhikaranas to other topics. 


Résumé 


The fourth section of the first chapter consists of :— 


28 sütras and 8 adhikaranas, according to Nimbarka. 
28 sütras and 8 adhikaranas, according to Samkara. 
29 sutras and 8 adhikaranas, according to Ramanuja. 
27 sütras and 8 adhikaranas, according to Bhaskara. 
29 siitras and 8 adhikaranas, according to Srikantha. 
28 sütras and 8 adhikaranas, according to Baladeva. 


Raiménuja and Srikantha split sūtra 26 in Nimbàrka-bhàsya into 
two separate sütras, while Bhàskara takes the sütras 17 and 18 in 
Nimbarka-bhàsya as one sütra. 


QUEM UT) 


SECOND CHAPTER (Adhyaya) 


FIRST QUARTER (Pàáda) 


Adhikarana 1: The section entitled ‘Smrti’. 
(Sūtras 1-2) 
SUTRA 1 


‘ Ir IT BE OBJECTED THAT THERE WILL RESULT THE FAULT OF 
NOT LEAVING A ROOM FOR SMRTI, (WE REPLY :) NO, FOR THERE WILL 
RESULT THE FAULT FOR LEAVING NO ROOM FOR (OTHER) SMRTIS.”’ 


The interpretation of the Brahma-sitras entitled: ‘ Vedānta-pāri- 
jāta-saurabha ’, composed by the reverend Nimbarka. 

Now, it is being demonstrated in details how the stated concord- 
ance is free from all contradictions. If it be objected: There does 
exist a need for Smrtis for confirming Scripture. Among these, the 
Samkhya-Smrti is to be accepted. It is not to be said that it, 
designating as it does a non-sentient cause, is not to be accepted for 
that reason—for, then, ** there will result the fault of leaving no room 
for Smrti ’’—(we reply:) ‘no’, for, then, there will result the contra- 
diction of other Smrtis which deal with a sentient cause mentioned 
in the Veda—such is the meaning of the text. 

The commentary entitled ‘ Vedánta-kaustubha', composed by 
the reverend teacher Srinivasa. 

With a view to inducing one desiring salvation to the repeated 
practice of the hearing, thinking and the like of the Vedanta, revealing 
the qualities, nature and so on of Brahman,—which practice is con- 
ducive to the meditation on Brahman, the exclusive cause of a direct 
vision of Him,—the cohcordance of the scriptural texts with regard 
to Brahman,—the Highest Person, different and non-different from 
all, free by nature from all faults, the one abode of a mass of auspicious 
qualities and the cause of the world,—has been shown in the previous 
chapter. Now, in this second chapter, contradictions are being 
removed. Thuas, in the first quarter, the faults found by thewpponents 
with our own view are refuted. In the second quarter, faults are 
found with the views of the opponents, based on a semblance of reason, 
{and not on real reason), with a view to inducing people to our own 
view. In the third quarter, it is shown in details how the scriptural 
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texts, regarding the origin of the great elements like the ether and the 
rest, are all free from contradictions; and, further, the order of creation 
and destruction, and the nature.of the individual soul, are determined. 
In the fourth quarter, again, the contradictions among the texts, 
demonstrating the organs of the individual soul, are removed. Now, 
first, it is being demonstrated that our view is consistent with the 
Smrtis as well. 

It has been stated in the section treating of proof ! that Brahman, 
the cause of the world, has the Veda as His sole proof, since He cannot 
be known through any other source. And in the section, treating of 
concordance ?, it has been established that there is concordance of all 
the Vedas with regard to Brahman alone. And, likewise, the meaning 
of the Veda being very difficult to be grasped without the help of Smrtis, 
composed by those who are versed in the Veda, there is a need for 
Smrtis as well. It has been declared by Smrti itself that one, who is 
without the Smrti, to be a one-eyed man, thus: ‘Scripture and Smrti 
are celebrated to be the two eyes of the wise. Deprived of one, one 
is said to be “one-eyed ”; deprived of both, “ blind" '. Hence, on 
the doubt, viz. whether the Sàmkhya-Smrti and the rest are to be 
accepted as true for the sake of making the Veda clear, or the Manu- 
Smrti and the like,—if it be argued: The Samkhya-Smrti is to be 
accepted for the sake of making the Veda clear, the aim of the Veda 
being to impart self-knowledge to all. If unable to give rise to self- 
knowledge, the collected Vedic texts must all be simply fruitless like 
a cow yielding no milk. So why should a Smrti, which is concerned 
with teaching self-knowledge, be disregarded by any seeker after 
knowledge * The Manu-Smrti and the rest, on the other hand, aim 
simply at demonstrating the works which lead to results, here or 
hereafter. The Śvetāśvataras record the omniscience of Kapila in 
the passage: 'Who, in the beginning, bears in his thoughts the sage 
Kapila, the born, and sees him while being born' (Svet. 5.2). Hence 
the Smrti which is composed by an omniscient person must be accepted 
for knowing the principle of the soul. That part of Veda which teaches 
the principle of the soul should be understood in accordance with 
the Samkhya-Smrti alone. Thus, as the Simkhya-Smrti teaches a 
non-sentient cause, the doctrine of a sentient cause cannot be accepted. 
Otherwise, **there will result the fault of leaving no room for the Smrti”’, 


1 Vide Br. Si. 1.1.3. a Vide Br. Su. 1.1.4. 
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i.e. there must result the fault of leaving no room for a Smrti which 
designates a non-sentient cause and is composed by an omniscient 
sage, celebrated in the Veda,— 

(We reply:) ‘no’, such a prima facie view is not reasonable. 
Why? “ Because there will result the fault of not leaving room for 
other Smrtis’’, i.e. because there will result the fault of leaving no 
room for the Smrtis other than it, viz. the Manu-Smrti and the rest 
which establish Brahman to be the sole cause and are based on 
Scripture. The opponent who is shouting on the ground of Smrti 
can be silenced by.that very Smrti itself. Thus, the reverend 
Manu says: ‘He appeared as possessing effective powers, like the 
great elements and the rest, dispelling darkness’ (Manu 1.61), ‘He 
having intended (to be many), and desirous of creating various 
kinds of beings, created water in the beginning and left his power 
in it’ (Manu 1.82). Apastamba too says: ‘Living beings are the 
abode of him who dwells in all caves (viz. hearts), who is not killed 
and who is stainless’ (Ap. D.S. 1.22.43), ‘From him arise all bodies. 
He alone is the source, constant, he is eternal’ (Ap. D.S. 1.23.2 4). 
It is said in the Bharata (ie. Maha-bharata) in the Ràja-dharma: 
' *'You are its origin and the dissolution, O Krsna! You alone create 
this universe in the beginning. And this universe is under your 
control, O Source of the Universe! Obeisance to you, O (Lord) 
with the bow, disc and sword in hands!"' (Maha. 12.15145). In 
the Moksa-dharma 6, it is said: '' For he is the inner soul of beings, 
and called the knower of the field 7. He is Narayana, having the 
universe as his form, infinite, constant 8. From him arose the un- 
manifest, having three gunas, O best among the twice-born!”’ 
(Mahé. 12.126809). In. that very section, to the question: ‘‘“ O 
reverend Father! O supremely wise one! I wish to hear, in truth, 


1 Pp. 6. 2 Pp. 5. 3 P. 39, lines 3.4. 

4 P. 40, line 2. 5 P. 419, line 5, vol. 3. 

9 The name of a section of tho 12th book of the Mahd-bhdrata, from 
Chap. 174 to the end. 

? I.e. the knower of the body. - 

8 This line is not found either in the Asiatic Society ed., or in the Vangavasi 
ed. Both read instead the line: ‘Triguna-vyatirikio vai purugas ceti kalpitah’. 
Vide Asiatic Society ed., p. 812, line 5, vol. 3. Vatgavasi ed., p. 1800, lines 
14-16. 

9 P. 812, lines 6-6, vol. 3, Asiatic Society ed. 
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about Visnu, with eyes like lotus, unchangeable, the creator who is 
not created, the origin and dissolution of beings, about Narayana, 
Hrsikeéa, Govinda, the unconquered, about Keéava, O best among 
the Bharatas!"' (Mahé. 12.7518-191), (the answer given was:) 
‘“ The Highest Person, the great-souled one, the soul of beings, fashion- 
ed the great elements, the air, the light and likewise the water, and 
the ether and the sky”’ (Maha. 12.78252). In the Dana-dharma, 
Siva says: ‘“ Higher than even the reverend Father (ie. Brahma) 
is Hari, the eternal Person, Krsna, of a golden appearance and arisen 
like the sun in the cloudless sky, designated as Srivatsa, Hysikeéa 
worshipped by all the deities. Brahma has sprung up from his belly,— 
likewise I from his forehead, the lights from the hairs on his head, the 
gods and the demons from his body-hairs, the sages have arisen from 
his body, likewise, the eternal worlds. He is the veritable abode of 
the reverend Father (ie. Brahma), as well as the abode of all the 
gods. He is the creator of this entire world, the Lord of all the three 
worlds, the destroyer of all beings, of the immobile as well as of the 
mobile. He is directly perceived at all times indeed by one who has 
conquered his passions. He is the Lord of the gods and higher 
than the high, omniscient, connected with all, moving everywhere 
and turned towards all. He is the Supreme Soul, Hrsikeéa, all. 
pervading, the Supreme Lord"' (Maha. 13.6507-6512 3). In that 
very section, the omniscient Devavrata, too, says, beginning: ‘ ‘‘ For 
I know Krsna in truth"' (Maha. 13.7659 4) and continuing: ‘ “Know 
everything, the movable, as well as the immovable, all souls and the 
universe as Krsna.5 Whatever is honoured in the worlds as a 
meritorious act, whatever is auspicious or inauspicious,—all that is 
Kefava, the inconceivable, everything else is the reverse. Such a 
Keóava is self-born, He is Narayana supreme and unchangeable; 
the middle, the beginning and the end of the universe which existed ; 
knowable by all; the origin as well as the dissolution of beings”’’ 


1 P, 631, lines 18-19, vol. 3. 3 Op. cit., line 25. 
3 Pp. 237-238, vol. 4. Reading different in some places, viz. ‘Sa hi deva- 
varah sdkedd deva-ndthah parantapah. Sarvajiah sa hi saméliejah . . .' 


Vanhgavasl ed. reads sarva-samdélisiah otherwise it is the same as the above. 
P. 2006, vol. 2. 

4 P. 256, line 26, vol. 4. 

5 Reading: ‘Sarvam krisnam . . vifvam enam . . '. P. 268, line 7. 
Reading in the VatgavüslI ed. exactly similar. P. 2017. 
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(Maha. 13.7391 ; 7399-74001). And the statements by Him whose 
feet are worshipped by all the composers of Smrtis are as follows: 
** TI am the source of all, from me everything arises’’’ (Gità 10.8), 
* *T am the source, likewise, the dissolution of the entire universe’’’ 
(Gità 7.6). Parásara, too, declares: '''The universe has arisen from 
Visnu, and in Him alone it is grounded. He is the cause of the sub- 
sistence and control of the universe and He is the universe ”’ (V.P. 
1.1.85 2). The sense is that if the view of Kapila be accepted as. 
conducive to the Vedanta, then all those above and other texts must 
be contradicted. But the Manu-Smrti and others are acceptable, since 
they establish religious duties, which are meant to the knowledge of 
Brahman, designated in the Veda; since they establish the qualities, 
nature and the rest of Brahman; and since they are composed by those 
who know the Veda. And in the Veda the cause of the world is 
designated to be a sentient principle, in fact, none but Brahman. 
Because of their opposition to this, the Samkhya-Smrti and the rest 
are not acceptable. As the reverend Manu says: ‘Whatever Smrtis. 
are outside the pale of the Veda, whatever heterodox doctrines there 
are,—all of them are fruitless after death; these Smrtis are given to 
ignorance’ (Manu 12.95 3). Further, the composer, too, of the Smrti 
which is opposed to the Veda (viz. the Samkhya-Smrti) is a certain 
sage, called Kapila, like Kanáda and the rest, but is not the lord Kapila, 
called Vasudeva. Asis declared by the Padma-purana: ' Kapjja, called 
Vasudeva, told the principle of the Simkhya, supported by the meaning. 
of all the Vedas, to the gods like Brahma and the rest, and likewise 
to Bhrgu and others, likewise to Asuri. Another Kapila told the 
S&ümkhya, opposed to all the Vedas and supported by false arguments, 
to another Asuri’. Kapila, mentioned in the scriptural text, should 
be known to be Hiranyagarbha. 


pr———— ——————————— € — EE 


1 P. 258, lines 7, 18-19. Reading: 'Etádrdah, Keéavo'taá ca bhayo Nārā- 


yanah . . sambabhigatdm . . . *. Wabgavüsi ed. exactly similar, 
only *bubhüsatám' in place of * sambabhagaiam’. P. 2017. 
2 Pp. 8. 


3 P. 483. 
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SÜTRA 2 
* AND ON ACCOUNT OF THE NON-PERCEPTION ON THE PART OF 
OTHERS.”’ 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


* And on account of the non-perception on the part of others", 
i.e. on the part of Manu and the rest, that the Veda is concerned with 
pradhina, Smrti which is opposed to the Veda is unauthentic. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


* And on account of the non-perception on the part of others ’’,— 
i.e. on the part of men like Manu and the rest, other than Kapila and 
best among those versed in the Vedas,1—that the Veda is concerned 
with pradhina, the Samkhya-Smrti is to be disregarded. Hence, 
it is established that the rejection of the Smrti which is opposed to 
the Veda is not in conflict with the stated concordance. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘Smrti’ (1). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhiaskara 


Interpretation different, viz. ‘On account of the non-perception 
(in Scripture and ordinary experience) of others (viz. of the principles 
of mahat and the rest, other than pradhàna), (the Sámkhya-Smrti 
is not to be accepted) '.2 
Baladeva 


His interpretation too is very similar to the above one; 
viz. ‘On account of the non-perception (in Scripture) of others (viz. 
of many other doctrines found in the Sámkhya system, such as, the 
doctrine that the souls are pure consciousness and all-pervasive, and 
so on) ’.8 


al deas cum A os a iiu qe 


1 I.e. as men like Manu and others reject pradhana, pradhana cannot be 
the cause of the world. 

2 S.B. 2.1.2, p. 443; Bh. B. 2.1.2, p. 88. 

3 G.B. 2.1.2, p. 11, Chep. 1. 
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Adhikarana 2: The section entitled: ‘The re- 
futation of the Yoga'. (Sütra 3) 


SÜTRA 3 


“HEREBY THE YOGA IS REFUTED.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


By the refutation of the Samkhya-Smrti, the Yoga-Smrti, too 
is refuted. 
Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now, the author points out the unauthenticity of the Yoga- 
Smrti. 

This aphorism is of the form of a formal extension (atideśa). 
A formal extension means the intimation of similarity when such 
a similarity is not known. Thus, at first, the Yoga-Smrti is taken 
to be concerned with making the Veda clear, accepting as it does 
the word 'Yoga', which is accepted by Scripture, too, in the text: 
‘This they think to be the Yoga, the firm holding back of the senses’ 
(Katha 6.11); and hence its similarity to the Samkhya-Smrti is not 
known. Therefore, this aphorism intimates the similarity of the 
Yoga-Smrti to the Samkhya-Smrti. “Hereby”, ie. by this very 
refutation of the Sàmkhya-Smrti which establishes a non-sentient 
cause, the Yoga-Smrti, too, should be known to be refuted. In the 
statement: “‘'The Yoga is refuted’’, by the term “ yoga ", the Smrti 
which establishes it is understood. The purpose of the mention of the 
term '' Yoga" in the statement: ‘The Yoga-Smrti is refuted’ is this: 
Although the Lord is admitted in the Yoga doctrine, yet He is not 
established primarily, as He is in the aphorism and texts like: ‘Then, 
therefore, an enquiry into Brahman’ (Br. Si. 1.1.1), *"O, the soul, 
verily, should be seen’’’ (Brh. 2.4.5; 4.5.6): The primacy of the 
Yoga alone is found in the beginning: ‘Now, an instruction with regard 
to the Yoga’ (Y.S. 1.1), and in the aphorism, laying down its definition, 
viz.: ‘The Yoga is the suppression of the functions of the mind’ 
(Y.S. 1.21). And, this mere suppression of the functions of the mind, 
devoid of any connection with the Lord, is, indeed, of no avail in 
crossing the world, any more than a dog’s tail is in crossing the ocean. 


rs A SE ED ETRE Pr uae cas ec ea R te e e A em a s 


1 P. 4. 
18 
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So, it is to be rejected, opposed as it is to Scriptural and Smrti texts 
like * '* O, the soul, verily, should be seen”’’ (Brh. 2.4.5; 4.5.6), ‘ The 
knower of Brahman attains the highest’ (Tait. 2.1), ‘“‘ By knowing 
me, one attains peace”’’ (Gita 5.29), ‘The binder with the noose 
of the world, and the liberator from the noose of the world’, ‘This 
one thing is well-established that the object to be worshipped is 
Narayana, Hari’ and so on. Salvation being impossible through 
a mere suppression of the functions of the mind, the Yoga doctrine 
which deals with the primacy of that only is, indeed, non-acceptable. 
Its view is that pradhina, devoid of any connection with Brahman, 
is the material cause of the world, and the Lord is merely the efficient 
cause of the world; and this, too, being opposed to the Veda, is certainly 
unreasonable. There are many other faults in the Yoga doctrine, 
but they are not quoted here needlessly. And the term ‘Yoga’ 
found in Scripture and Smrti, refers to the meditation and the rest 
on the Lord. The eulogizing statement in the Moksa-dharma, etc., 
on the contrary, is intended only for referring to that portion of Yoga, 
etc. which is not opposed to Scripture. Hence, it is established that 
the stated concordance, indicating the causality of Brahman, is not 
contradicted by the Yoga-Smrti. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘The refutation of the Yoga’ (2). 


Adhikarana 3: The section entitled ‘Difference’ 
(Sütras 4-11). Prima facie view (Sütras 4-5) 


SUTRA 4 


“ (THERE IS) NO (HAVING BRAHMAN AS THE CAUSE) ON ITS PART, 
ON ACCOUNT OF DIFFERENCE, (ITS) BEING SO (IS KNOWN) FROM 
THE TEXT." 

Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


We object! to your view on the ground of reason. The world 
has not Brahman as its material cause “‘on account of difference ”. 


1 Correct reading : ‘pratyavatisthate’ which is translated here. Vide C.S.S. 
ed., p. 24 and Brindaban ed., p. 378. 
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And the difference is to be known also “from the text’’, viz. ‘He 
became knowledge and non-knowledge’ (Tait. 2.6 1). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Thus, the objection based on Smrtis has been disposed of by the 
preceding two sections. Now, the objection based on reasoning is 
being disposed of. 

It has been stated under the aphorism: ‘From whom (arise) its 
origin and the rest’ (Br. Si. 1.1.2) that it (viz. the world) has 
Brahman for its material cause. The prima facie objector objects to 
it on the ground of reason thus: ‘no’. This world has not Brahman 
for its material cause. Why? “On account of difference." That. 
is, Brahman possesses the attributes of sentience, non-grossness, 
infinity, purity, and the rest, while the world possesses just the 
opposite attributes of non-sentience, grossness and so on,—on account 
of such a dissimilarity between the two. Whatever is different from 
something has not that for its material cause, just as the pot, which is 
different from the ether, has not the ether as its material cause; just 
as the pot, the dish and the rest, which are different from the potter, 
have not the potter as their material cause. 

If it be objected. It is found that the attributes of a material 
cause recur in its effects as well. Similarly, in the case under discussion, 
too, Brahman is the material cause; and the universe, His effect, 
consisting of sentient beings like men, animals and the rest, must 
be similar to Him. Hence the reason (viz.: “ On account of difference ’’) 
does not hold good,— 

(We reply) No, because that there do exist the attributes of 
non-sentience, grossness and the rest in the effect, viz.: in stones, wood 
and the rest, is known from the evidence of direct perception. 

If it be objected: It is possible to imagine that there is sentience 
in them, too, though unmanifest ; hence there is no difference. 

(We reply:) No, because it is unreasonable to take what is known 
through direct perception to be otherwise on the ‘ground of mere 
imagination. 

The difference is known *' from the text " as well,—this is stated 
by the phrase: ''its being so’’, i.e. ''its being so”, or its difference, 
is known “from the text" as well, i.e. from the following texts: ‘He 


1 §, R, Bh, SK. 
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became Knowledge and non-knowledge’ (Tait. 2.6), ‘On the same 
tree, a person, immersed, grieves for his impotence, bewildered’ 
(Mund. 3.1.2; Svet. 4.7), ‘And the soul, which is without the Lord, 
is bound, because of being an enjoyer’ (Svet. 1.8) and so on. 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


Interpretation absolutely different. He takes this sütra as 
forming one adhikarana by itself, concerned with demonstrating the 
eternity and infallibility of the Veda. He thus does not take this 
sütra as representing a prima facie view. Thus, this sütra means,— 
according to him,— (The Veda is) not (unauthoritative like the 
Sàmkhya and the rest) on account of (its) difference (from them), 
(ie. because it is à non-human origin unlike the Samkhya and the 
rest); (its) being so (i.e. its eternity) (is known) from the text ’.1 


PRIMA FACIE VIEW (concluded) 
SÜTRA 5 


“But (THERE IS) THE DESIGNATION OF THE PRESIDING (DEITIES) 
ON ACCOUNT OF SPECIALITY AND FOLLOWING.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


* But" in the texts: ‘The earth spoke’ (Tait. Sam. 5.5.2, 32), 
“These sense-organs, disputing about self-supremacy, went to Brahma’ 
(Brh. 6.1.7 3) and so on, there is ‘the designation of their presiding’ * 
deities, “on account of the specification’, mentioned in the passage: 
‘“ Very well, let me enter into these three divinities" ' (Chand. 
6.3.25); and ‘on account of the following’, or entering, mentioned 
in the passage: ‘Fire, becoming speech, entered the mouth’ (Ait. 
2.4 6). 

Vedànta-kaustubha 

To the objection, viz.: From the scriptural texts: ‘The earth 
spoke to him’ (Tait. Sam. 5.5.2, 3), ‘The earth spoke’ (Sat. Br. 


1 G.B. 2.1.4, p. 18, Chap. 2. 

2 P. 76, line 9, vol. 2. 3 Š, R, B. 

* C.S.S. ed. reads ‘tat-tat’, meaning ‘their respective deities’, p. 24. 

5 R, SK, B. 6 $, R, Bh, SK. 
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6.1.3, 41), "The waters spoke’ (Sat. Br. 6.1.3, 22), ‘These sense- 
organs, disputing about self-supremacy, went to Brahma’ (Brh. 
6.1.7), "They said to speech: “Do you sing for us"'' (Brh. 1.3.2) 
and so on, it is known that of the effects too are sentient; and hence 
they have no difference from the material cause— 

We reply: The word ''but"' disposes of the stated objection. 
There is no designation of sentience on the part of the effects, and 
so they cannot have Brahman for their material cause; but there 
is the designation of only the presiding deities of earth and the 
rest in the passages, ‘The earth spoke to him’ (Tait. Sam. 5.5.2, 3) 
and so on. Why? ‘On account of speciality and following ”, i.e. 
on account of the specification of the earth and the rest by the word 
‘deity’ in the passage: ‘“‘Very well, let me enter into these three 
deities"' (Chand. 6.3.2), and on account of the specifications of the 
sense-organs by the word ‘deity’ in the passages: ‘These deities, 
verily, disputing about self-supremacy’ (Kaus. 2.14), ‘These deities, 
verily, having known superiority in the vital breath’ (Kaus. 2.14); 
as well as ‘on account of the following’ of fire and the rest as the 
presiding deities of speech and the rest, i.e. on account of the scrip- 
tural mention of following, or entering, in the passage: ‘Fire, becoming 
speech, entered the mouth,—the sun, becoming sight, the eyes’ 
(Ait. 2.4). Hence the world being different from Brahman, Brahman 
is not its material cause. 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


Literal interpretation same, but import different, since he takes 
this Sūtra as an adhikarana by itself, not laying down a prima facie 
view, but the correct conclusion. Thus, the Sütra means according 
to him ''(If it be objected: How to reconcile the absurd sayings of 
the Vedas, such as ‘Fire willed to be many’ and so on ?). We reply: (In 
those passages) there is the designation of the presiding (deities) (of 
fire and the rest), on account of speciality and following (i.e. entering 
into) ”.3 


1 P. 506, line 12. 
2 Op. cit., line 9. 
3 G.B. 2.1.5, p. 18, Chap. 2. 
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CORRECT CONCLUSION (Sutras 6-7) 


SOTRA 6 
** But (IT) IS SEEN." 


Vedànta-pàrijata-saurabha 


With regard to it, we reply: ''It is seen ” that there is the origin 
of hairs on the head and so on from a person from whom they are 
different, and of dung-beetles from the cow-dung from which they are 
different. Hence it is not to be said that the universe, because of 
being different from Brahman, has not Him as its material cause. 


Veddanta-kaustubha 


The author pointe out that such a prima facie view is based on a 
fallacious reason (viz. ‘on account of difference’ ). 

The word ''but"' is for disposing of the prima s. view. The 
statement that this universe has not Brahman as its material cause 
on account of being different from Him, is not tenable, since it ''is 
seen " that there is the origin of nails, body-hairs and the rest from & 
person from whom they are different, and that of the dung-beetles 
from the cow-dung, from which they are different,—on account of 
this,—this is the sense. 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 
Interpretation same, but he takes this sütra as forming an 
adhikarana by itself. 
CORRECT CONCLUSION (end) 
SÜTRA 7 


"lr IT BE OBJECTED THAT (IN THAT CASE THE EFFECT MUST BE) 
NON-EXISTENT (WE REPLY :) NO, ON ACCOUNT OF THERE BEING A 
NEGATION MERELY." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If it be objected: If the effect be different from its material cause, 
it must be “‘non-existent’”’ prior to its origination,—(we reply:) No 
such objection can be raised, ‘‘on account of there being a negation 
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merely ”, in the previous aphorism, of the rule that there is a similarity 
between the material cause and its effect in every respect. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be objected: Having admitted an absolute similarity between 
the material cause and its effect in the aphorism: ‘(There is) no 
{having Brahman for its cause) on its part, on account of difference ’ 
(Br. Sü. 2.1.4), it has been objected by the opponent that the world 
being different from Brahman, He is not its material cause with a 
view to disposing of that objection, it has been established in the 
aphorism: ' But (it) is seen’ (Br. Si. 2.1.6) that there can be a cause- 
effect relation even between two different objects. With regard to 
it, the question is whether prior to creation the universe was non- 
different from its cause, or different. What is your opinion? If you 
say: Non-different,—then, just as the origin of a different world is 
admitted, like the origin of hairs on the head and body hairs from a 
person from whom they are different, so why there may not be the 
origin of a similar world, like the origin of a gold-bracelet and the rest 
from gold ? 

If you say: Different,—then, the world must have a material 
cause different from Brahman, and hence pradhàna must be the 
cause of the world. If it be said that this cannot be admitted, as 
pradhana has been already refuted,—(we point out) in the texts: 
‘Brahman! is one only, without second’ (Chand. 6.2.1), “There 
was, verily, Narayana, the one’ (Maha. Up. 1.2), “Then there was 
Visnu, Hari alone, without parts’,—there is the mention of a single 
reality; and hence, it follows that there was the absence of anything 
else prior to creation. Therefore, the world must be non-existent 
prior to creation. 

(Here ends the original prima facie view.) 


(Author’s conclusion.) 

(We reply:) ‘No’. Why? “On account of there being a 
negation merely.” The aphorism ‘But (it) is seen’ (Br. Si. ,2.1.6) 
negates merely,—by way of mentioning the difference between the 
material cause and its effect,—the rule, admitted by the opponent, viz. 
that there is similarity between a material cause and its effect in every 


a eet rcp — 


1 The word ‘Brahman’ is not included in the original text. 
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respect; but it never establishes any difference between the two in 
every respect. Hence, because of having Brahman as its soul, the 
universe is existent even during its causal state. 

Or an alternative explanation of the phrase: ' On account of 
there being a negation merely ". The statement, viz. “The universe 
is non-existent’ is a negation merely, i.e. without any meaning, in 
accordance with the scriptural text: ' ''The existent alone, my dear, 
was this in the beginning" ' (Chand. 6.2.1). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


Interpretation different, viz.: 'If it be said that (the effect) is 
non-existent (prior to its actual creation), (we reply) No, since (it) 
is a mere negation (without an object to be negatived)'. That is, 
the negation by the opponent, viz. : ‘The world is non-existent’ has 
no object, for it certainly cannot have for its object the existence of 
the effect prior to its actual creation, as the effect always exists in its 
cause, whether before or after its actual creation.! 


PRIMA FACIE VIEW (Sütra 8) 
SÜTRA 8 


“ON ACCOUNT OF THERE BEING THE CONSEQUENCE OF (BECOMING) 
LIKE THAT DURING DISSOLUTION, (THE DOCTRINE OF THE CAUSALITY 
OF BRAHMAN) IS INCONSISTENT.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


An objection is raised: As at the time of dissolution, the cause, 
like the effect, will become non-sentient, the view that Brahman is 
the material cause of the universe is ‘‘ inconsistent ”’. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


An objection is raised once more. 
It is objected: “Inconsistent ", indeed, is the view which admits 
Brahman to be the material cause of the world—Brahman who 


1 §.B. 2.1.7, ‘Pratigedham hidam ndsya pratigedhasya pratigedhyam asti’, 
p. 453. 
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possesses the attributes of sentience, infinity, freedom from sins and. 
the rest, and is established by the scriptural texts: “Brahman is 
truth, intelligence, infinite " (Tait. 2.1), ' Free from sins, ageless, 
deathless " (Chànd. 8.1.5; 8.7.1, 3; Maitri. 7.7), “ Who is omniscient, 
all-knowing” (Mund. 1.1.9; 2.2.7) and so on. Why? “On account 
of there being the consequence of (becoming) like that during dissolu- 
tion." That is, because “ during dissolution", or during reabsorption, 
non-sentience, limitedness, impurity and the rest will occur on the 
part of the material cause as well, “like that”, ie. as on the part of 
the effect. The sense is that during dissolution, the world, possessing 
non-sentience and the rest, and merged into its material cause in an 
order reverse to that of creation, i.e. merged into Brahman, possessing 
the attribute of sentience and the rest, is sure to defile Him with its 
own attributes, as does butter-milk dropped in milk. 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (Sütras 9-10) 
SÜTRA 9 


* Bur NO, ON ACCOUNT OF THERE BEING PARALLEL TIN- 
STANOES." 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The reply is as follows: There is indeed no ‘ consequence of (be- 
coming) like that". Just as the evolutes of the earth do not defile 
it when dissolved into it, so the universe, the evolute of Brahman, 
also does not. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The author refutes the objection. 

“But no", ie. no such consequence follows, and hence our 
view does not involve any inconsistency. Why? An effect does 
not defile its material cause with its own attributes when dissolved 
into it, there being parallel instances to this effect. Just astheevolutes 
like bracelets, ear-rings and the rest, when dissolved, do not defile 
the lump of gold with their own attributes; and just as the evolutes 
of the earth, when dissolved into the earth, do not defile the earth 
with their own attributes, so this universe, consisting of the sentient 
and the non-sentient, when dissolved into Brahman, does not, indeed, 
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‘defile Brahman, possessing the sentient and the non-sentient as His 
powers. 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (end) 
SUTRA 10 


* AND ON ACCOUNT OF OBJECTION TO HIS OWN VIEW." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The Sàmkhya, maintaining a doctrine opposed to the Veda, 
cannot raise any objection, since the stated objections apply to his 


own view as well. 
Vedanta-kaustubha 


The author points out that the Samkhya cannot even object that 
there is any inconsistency in our view which is based on the Veda. 

There is no inconsistency in our view based as it is on Scripture. 
It has been alleged by the Simkhya, unacquainted as he is with the 
‘settled conclusion of the Vedanta, firstly, that a cause-effect relation 
between Brahman and the world is inappropriate, as there is a 
difference between the cause and the effect in this case; secondly, 
that, in our view, the effect becomes non-existent prior to creation, 
and thirdly, that Brahman becomes like the word during the time of 
dissolution. All these objections are of equal force against the 
Sümkhya doctrine as well. The sense is: The origin of the effect, — 
which possesses colour and the rest and possesses parts,—from pra- 
dhàna, which is colourless and devoid of parts, is admitted. Hence, 
a cause-effect relation between pradhina and its effects is inappro- 
priate, there being here a difference between the cause and the effect. 
‘There being nothing gross prior to creation, the effect itself becomes 
non-existent; and during dissolution, prakrti, like the world, becomes 


gross. 
COMPARISON 


All others, except Baladeva, read: *sapaksa-dosác ca”. 


ms s uta HORE RETR SAE Ř———_ s orm PERE V RUE arte a dq it a 


1 S.B. 2.1.10, p. 8.5.7; Sri. B. 2.1.10, p. 13, Part 2; Bh. B. 2.1.10, p. 91; 
SK. B. 2.1.10, p. 14, Parts 7 and 8. 
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SOTRA 11 


“If IT BE SAID THAT ON ACCOUNT ALSO OF REASONING HAVING 
NO SOLID GROUND, IT IS TO BE INFERRED OTHERWISE, (WE REPLY :) 
IN THAT WAY, TOO, THERE WILL BE THE CONSEQUENCE OF NON- 
RELEASE." 

Vedánta-parijáta-saurabha 


On account also of the instability of reasoning, there is no 
inconsistency in the stated conclusion; since, if pradhàna and the rest 
be inferred to be the cause of the world by means of a strong reasoning, 
then & counter-argument is possible by means of another equally 
strong reasoning. As there will be the “consequence of non-release 
thus also”, owing to disagreement among the logicians, so, that alone 
which is mentioned in the Veda is acceptable—this is established. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The word “api”? means ‘and’. There is no inconsistency in the 
stated conclusion, which is based on Scripture. There is inconsistency 
in the Samkhya conclusion itself which is based on reasoning, since the 
stated objections apply thereto, ‘‘on account also of reasoning having 
no solid ground ”, i.e. on account o£the instability of reasoning. The 
sense is that the thing inferred by one expert logician is set aside by 
another, proved to be otherwise by another,—on account of the 
instability of reasoning in this way. But the thing mentioned in the 
Vedanta in the beginning and the end cannot be refuted even by 
hundreds of reasonings. 

If it be objected: Even though reasonings like ‘on account of 
difference’! be refutable, having no solid ground, yet in order that 
there may not be any infinite regress, it is perfectly proper to infer, 
in that way, a non-sentient material cause of the non-sentient effects, 
like the ether and the rest— 

(We reply:) “in that way too", the primacy of reasoning is 
upheld, and hence the conclusion stated in the Veda is regarded as but 
of a secondary importance. As a consequence, non-release will result 
owing to the mutual opposition among Kapila, Kanada and the 
rest. It cannot be said that if victory be won by one of them at 
some time or other, there will be no non-release as a consequence,— 


od 


1 Vide Br. Su. 2.1.4. 
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it being impossible for one among many persons to be ever-victorious. 
If it be said that the Supreme Soul is such, you fall in with our view; 
so be happy by giving up reasoning which is opposed to the Veda. 

Thus the Lord Vasudeva, the sole topic of all the Vedas, being 
established to be the material cause of the world, no opposition, based 
on reasoning which is opposed to the Veda is of any avail—this is 
established. 


Here ends the section entitled “Difference” (3). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


He reads: “Vimoksa-prasanga’’ instead of “Anirmoksa-pra- 
sanga’’.1 
Rāmānuja and Srikantha 
They break it into two different sütras—viz.: “Tarkapratisthanad 
api" and "Anyathà . . . . prasangah”’.? 


Adhikarana 4: The section entitled “The Non- 
acceptance of the rest". (Sūtra 12) 


SOTRA 12 
“ HEREBY THE REMAINING (PERSONS) TOO WHO DO NOT ACCEPT 
(THE VEDA) ARE EXPLAINED (I.E. REFUTED)." 


" Vedanta -parijata-saurabha 


t 


“Hereby”, ie. by the refutation of the Sāmkhya view, the 
remaining ones, i.e. others who maintain a cause which is opposed to 
the Veda, “too”, are refuted. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now, the author is extending the above refutation to the remaining 
views. 

“Hereby”, ie. by the above refutation of the doctrine of pra- 
dhana as the cause of the world, “the remaining (persons) who do not 


1 $B. 2.1.11, p. 458. 
8 Sri. B., p. 13, Part 2; SK. B., p. 14, Parts 7 and 8. 
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accept (the Veda)”, too, should be known to be refuted. The word 
*éistáh'" means ‘the remaining ones’, i.e. persons other than Kapila 1 
and Patafijali2. The word “parigrahih”’ means all who do not accept 
the Veda.? 

It is thus established that the doctrine of the causality of Brahman 
is not contradicted by their views as well. 


Here ends the section entitled “The Non-acceptance of 
the rest ” (4). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara, Bhaskara and Srikantha 


According to them the word "istáparigrahàh" means (the doc- 
trines like Atomism and the rest) which are not accepted by the wise.* 


Adhikarana 5: The section entitled "Becoming 
theenjoyer". (Sütra 13) 


SOTRA 13 


“IF 1T BE OBJECTED THAT ON ACCOUNT OF (BRAHMAN) BECOMING 
AN ENJOYER, (THERE WILL BE) NON-DISTINCTION, (BETWEEN 
BRAHMAN AND THE INDIVIDUAL SOUL), WE REPLY: IT MAY BE 
AS IN ORDINARY LIFE." 


Vedànta-parijáta-saurabha 


If it be objected’ that if Brahman be the material cause, then 
Brahman Himself will become an enjoyer of pleasures and pains in 
the form of the individual soul, so that there will be no distinction 


1 The founder of the Sdmkhya doctrine. 

2 The founder of the Yoga doctrine. 

3 This explains the compound: *4istfáparigraháh". 

* Hence they explain the compound as **S'isgiaih aparigrahah"" and not as 
Sisfhád ca aparigraháá ca", as done by Nimbárka, S'rinivdsa, Rdmünuja and 
Baladeva. Wide S.B. 2.1.11, p. 461; Bh. B. 2.1.12, p. 92; SK. B. 2.1.13, p. 18, 
Parts 7 and 8. 
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between the enjoyer (viz. the individual soul) and the controller (viz. 
Brahman) as well-known from the Veda,— 

(We reply:) In spite of there being a non-distinction, there is 
a distinction as well between the two, as between the sea and the 
wave, and between the sun and its ray. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now, having apprehended an objection once more, the author 
is disposing of that here. 

If it be objected: If Brahman who is without an equal or a superior 
be the material cause of the world, then there must be no distinction 
between the enjoyer and the object enjoyed. Why? “On account 
of becoming the enjoyer." That is, all effects whatsoever being non- 
different from their causes, the enjoyer, ie. the individual soul, will 
become the object enjoyed; and the object enjoyed, i.e. the body, 
the sense-organs and the sense-objects, will become the enjoyer; and 
hence, the distinction between the enjoyer and the object enjoyed, 
well-known in ordinary life and in the Veda, will not be possible on 
this doctrine of the causality of Brahman. Moreover, there will not 
be any distinction between the enjoyer and the controller, because 
the group of enjoyers being non-different from the controller, the 
enjoyer will become the controller, and the controller, the Supreme 
Soul, will become the enjoyer. In ordinary life, to begin with, the 
distinction between the enjoyer and the object enjoyed is well-known, 
thus ‘The individual soul is the enjoyer, the body and the rest are the 
objects enjoyed’, and in the Veda too, thus: “Eats the sweet berry" 
(Mund. 3.1.1; Svet. 4.6). Similarly, the distinction between the 
enjoyer and the controller, too, is well-known in ordinary life, as is 
evident from the conduct of the good who always regard their pleasures 
and pains as dependent on the Lord; and in the Veda too, thus: “He 
alone makes one do good deeds” (Kaus. 3.8), “The soul which is 
without the Lord is bound, because of being an enjoyer”’ (Svet. 1.8) 
and so on. Thus, “on account of becoming an enjoyer, there is non- 
distinction"; and hence the doctrine of the causality of Brahman 
cannot be accepted,— 

The author states the correct conclusion in the words “It may be, 
as in ordinary life". That is, on our view, too, there may, indeed, 
be a distinction between the enjoyer and the object enjoyed, as well as 
between the enjoyer and the controller, “as in ordinary life". In 
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ordinary life, although pots, dishes and the rest, having the lump of' 
clay as their material cause; bracelets, ear-rings and the rest, having 
gold as their material cause; foams, waves and the rest, having the 
sea as their material cause; and leaves, fruits and the rest, having the 
tree as their material cause, are all non-different from their respective 
causes, there is still a "mutual distinction amongst the particular 
effects themselves. In exactly the same manner, there may be 
a mutual distinction between the enjoyer and the object enjoyed, 
although they are non-different from Brahman, having Brahman 
as their material cause. Similarly, in spite of their non-distinction, 
there may still be a distinction between the enjoyer and the controller ; 
just as pots, dishes and the rest, though by nature non-different from 
the clay, as having no existence and activity apart from the clay, 
are yet by nature different, too, from the clay possessing as they do 
their own peculiar attributes which the clay lacks. The same should 
be known to be the case with the gold and bracelets and the rest too. 
Likewise, there is & natural relation of difference—non-difference 
between Brahman and the individual soul. There is, indeed, no 
inconsistency here. Hence it is established that the doctrine of the 
causality of Brahman is not open to the above objections.! 


Here ends the section entitled “Becoming the enjoyer” (5). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


Interpretation different, viz. they interpret the sütra like Srini- 
vasa, although while Srinivüsa understands the word ''bhoktrü- 
patteh" to mean ' because the enjoyer will become the object enjoyed 
and vice versa, as well because the enjoyer will become the controller 
and vice versa', they understand it to mean only ' because the enjoyer 
will become the object enjoyed and vice versa’. Each develops his 
own peculiar theory in connection.? 
1 Note the different interpretations given by Nimbürka and Srinivasa. 

2 S.B. 2.1.13, pp. 461 et seg.; Bh. B. 2.1.13, p. 92. 
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Adhikarana 6: The sectionentitled “The begin- 
ing". (Sütras 14-19) 


SÜTRA 14 


"(THERE IS) NON-DIFFERENCE (OF THE EFFECT) FROM THAT 
(VIZ. THE CAUSE), ON ACCOUNT OF (THE TEXTS) BEGINNING WITH 
THE WORD 'BEGINNING' AND THE REST." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


There is “non-difference’’ between the effect and the cause, and 
not absolute difference. Why? On account of the texts: ‘‘‘The 
.effect having its beginning in speech, is a name, the reality is just the 
-clay”’ (Chand. 6.1.41), ‘“All this has that for its soul. That is 
true . . . Thou art that"' (Chand. 6.8.7, 60.9.4, 6.10.3- 
‘6.16.3 2), ‘ All this, verily, is Brahman ” (Chand. 3.14.1 3). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


In the first chapter, Brahman has been described many times as 
different from the sentient and the non-sentient, in order that there 
may be a proper discrimination between the peculiar natures of these 
three realities respectively. Here, on the other hand, the non- 
difference of the world, the effect, from Brahman, the cause, resulting 
from the absence of separate existence, activity and the rest (on the 
part of the former), has been established under the aphorism: “If 
it be objected that (in that case the effect must be) non-existent, 
(we reply:) no, on account of there being a negation merely ” (Br. 
.Sü. 2.1.7) and so on. Now, with a view to confirming the stated 
conclusion, the author is refuting the view of the Vaisesikas who hold 
that the effect is not non-different from the cause, but is something 
which originates (i.e. is an absolutely new creation).5 

The compound (“tad ananyatvam") is to be explained as follows: 
"There is non-difference between the two, viz. the cause and the effect ; 
or, there is non-difference of that, viz. the world, the effect, from 


PE A nS o SP I GI 2 SS EE ETA RE IPRS ERP 


1 §, R, Bh, SE, B. 2 §, R, Bh, SK, B. 3 R. 

* Vide e.g. V.K. 1.1.1, p. 11; 1.1.18, p. 32; 1.1.22, p. 36; 1.2.3, p. 50, etc. 
K.8.8. 

5 This is the doctrine of Asat-kdryya-vdda. 
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Brahman, the cause; or, there is non-difference of the effect from that, 
viz. the cause. That is, the effect, which is of the form of the sentient 
and the non-sentient, which is limited, has many names and forms, 
and is dependent, is non-different from Brahman, the Supreme 
Cause, possessing the sentient and the non-sentient as His powers, 
unlimited, denoted by- words like ‘one’, ‘without a second’ and so 
on, capable of abiding voluntarily in the causal state and in the effected 
state, and prior to the entire universe. The author states the proof 
with regard to it in the words: “on account of (the texts) beginning 
with the word ‘beginning’ and the rest". (The compound “aram- 
bhana-Sabdadibhyah” is to be explained thus:) The texts of which 
the beginning is the word ‘beginning’, on account of them. That is, 
on account of the texts: ‘“The effect, having its beginning in speech, 
is a name, the reality is just the clay" (Chand. 6.1.4), ‘“‘ The exis- 
tent alone, my dear, was this in the beginning, one, without a second ”’ 
(Chand. 6.2.1), ‘ * He thought, ‘May I be many’, may I procreate”. 
He created the light’ (Chand. 6.2.3), ‘ “All that has this for its soul. 
That is true. That is the soul. Thou art that’’’ (Chand. 6.8.7, 
etc.), “All this, verily, is Brahman, emanating from Him, disappearing 
into Him and breathing in Him” (Chand. 3.14.1), “That was 
unmanifest then. It became manifest by name and form” (Brh. 
1.4.7) and so on. There are many texts of such kinds which establish 
the non-difference of the world, the effect, from Brahman, the cause, 
but which are not quoted here for avoiding prolixity. 

Among these, the meaning of the text beginning with the word 
‘beginning’ (arambhana) is as follows: 

The Chandogas, having made an initial statement to the effect 
that through the knowledge of the material cause there arises the 
knowledge of all the effects, in the passage: ‘ “ Whereby the unheard 
becomes heard, the unthought thought, the unknown known’’’ 
(Chand. 6.1.3), state a parallel instance to establish it, in the passage: 
**Just as, my dear, through one lump of clay, everything made of 
clay may be known,—the effect, having its beginning in speech is à 
name, the reality is just the clay" ' (Chand. 6.1.41). That is, just 
as ‘through one lump of clay’ being known as clay, ‘everything made 
of clay’, i.e. the group of the evolutes of clay, may be known, since 


1 The passage is: “Yathā saumya ! ekena mri-pindena sarvam mrnmayam 
vijnalam syàt, vacdrambhanam vikdro námadheyam mrttiktty eva satyam”. 
19 
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they are all made of clay;—for such a group of evolutes ‘has its 
beginning in speech’, i.e. is designated by speech. Speech is of two 
kinds: ‘effect’, ie. meaning, and ‘name’, i.e. word. The function 
of speech rests on these two, viz. meaning and word, e.g. we say: 
‘Fetch water by the pot’. Hence, ‘the truth’ is that the evolute, 
characterized by having a broad bottom and resembling the shape of 
& belly, having the name 'pot', and conducive to the function of 
fetching water and so on, is ‘just clay’. That is, the view that the 
effect is different from the cause, on account of the difference of 
individuality and conception, is incorrect, for it is not possible to 
attribute the individuality or the conception of a pot to the wind 
and the rest which are different from clay.! If the effect is to originate 
from the non-existent simply, then that would lead to the origin of 
everything everywhere, as well as to the futility of the activity of 
the agent. So desist from further arguments. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


Each commentator develops his peculiar theory in this connection. 
Samkara understands the word “Ananyatva” as absolute identity, 
interprets the word 'vàcárambhana' to mean ‘that which begins 
from speech only, but does not exist in reality’, and thereby develops 
his theory of Vivarta at great length.2 


Ramanuja 


He understands the word “ananyatva”’ as non-difference, like 
Nimbarka, but connects it with his peculiar doctrine of the soul-body 
relation between Brahman and the universe. He interprets the 
phrase: 'vücürambhana" as follows: *v&c&' means: on account of 
speech, i.e. on account of activity preceded by speech; ‘rambhana’ 
means: what is touched. Hence the text means: On account of 
speech, (ie. for the sake of certain activities, like the fetching of 


1 If the effect were absolutely different from its cause, then any and every- 
thing, e.g. wind, might very well have been conceived to be a pot. But this is 
never the case, since clay alone, and nothing else, is conceived to be so. 

2 “Vdcaiva kevalamasti . . . . matuvastu-vrttema vikdrah kaácid asti’’, 
etc. S.B. 2.1.14, p. 464. 

3 Sri. B. 2.1.16, pp. 39, 42, Part 2. 
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water and the rest,) there is touched (by the clay) an effect and a 
name; i.e. clay is transformed into a particular effect having a special 
name, in order that a certain activity may be accomplished.! 


Bhaskara 


He, too, understands the word "ananyatva" as non-difference. 
He criticizes the Samkarite view at length and insists on the reality 
of difference,? and interprets the phrase "''v&cárambhana" like 
Srinivasa. ¢ 

Srikantha 

He, too, understands the word “‘ananyatva” as non-difference.3 
He explains the phrase ‘‘vacérambhana”’ in the next sūtra, and gives 
two alternative explanations, viz. “That which is the beginning, i.e. 
the cause, of speech, i.e. of speech and practical activity ".* Hence, 
the text means that an effect (vikàra) is a name (nàma-dheya) which 
is the cause of speech and practical activity, i.e. of such expressions 
‘Fetch water in a pot’ and so on. The second explanation is: “That 
which has speech for its beginning".5 Hence the text means that an 
effect (vikāra) is simply the object of such expressions: ‘This is a pot’, 
ie. a special condition the clay has assumed for practical purposes, 
but is not a separate substance from the clay. 


SÜTRA 15 


“AND BECAUSE OF THE PERCEPTION (OF THE EFFECT) ON THE 
EXISTENCE (OF THE CAUSE)." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


There is non-difference between the cause and the effect, because 
the effect is perceived, only when the cause is existent. 


——————————— M Sasa ER A RRE SAARE DEEE SEPA a A FEIT © EOC ESD poe epee SPT ec 
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1 * Arabhyate Glabhyate spréate,” etc. Sri. B. 2.1.15, p. 40, Part 2. 

2 Bh. B. 2.1.14, pp. 93 et seq. 

3 SK. B. 2.1.16, p. 22, Parts 7 and 8. 

4 "*Vácáyáh | abhilápártha-kriyá-rüpa-vyavahdreya nispddakam — bhavati." 
Op. cit. 2.1.16, p. 23, Parts 7 and 8. 

5 Vágárambha-visaya-mátram. Op. cit. 
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Veddanta-kaustubha 


For this reason also, says the author, there is non-difference 
between the effect and the cause. 

Whence is it known that there is non-difference between the effect 
and the cause? Because the effect is perceived, only when the cause 
is existent, in accordance with the scriptural text ‘ "These beings, 
my dear, have the existent as their root ”’ (Chand. 6.8.4). 


` COMPARISON 
Rāmānuja, Srikantha and Baladeva 


They interpret the sütra in just the opposite way, viz. "And 
because of the perception (of the cause) on the existence (of the effect)”. 
That is, the gold, which is the cause, is perceived when the ear-ring 
is present. That is, the gold alone is perceived in the ear-ring, and 
not the clay.! 


SÜTRA 16 


" AND ON ACCOUNT OF THE EXISTENCE OF THE POSTERIOR." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“On account of the existence ” of the effect,—belonging to a pos- 
terior time,—in the cause, owing to the designation of their co-inherence 
in the text: “Brahman, verily, was this in the beginning" (Brh. 
1.4.10 2), there is non-difference between the effect and the cause. 


Vedanta -kaustubha 


For this reason too, there is non-difference between the effect 
and the cause. 

“On account of the existence ” of the effect, —which is “posterior ” 
and denoted by the term 'this',—in the cause, owing to the designation 
of their co-inherence, in the texts ‘ “The existent alone, my dear, was 
this in the beginning" (Chand. 6.2.1), “Brahman, verily, was this 


1 Sri. B. 2.1.16, p. 46, Part 2; SK. B. 2.1.16, p. 22, Parts 7 and 8; G.B. 
2.1.15, p. 45, Chap. 2. 
2 Not quoted by others. 
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in the beginning” (Brh. 1.4.10), the non-difference between the effect 
and the cause is definitely ascertained. 


COMPARISON 
Ràmaànuja and Srikantha 


This is sūtra 17 in both. They read "aparasya'" in place of 
*avarasya" and take it to mean ‘an effect’.1 


SÜTRA 17 


“IF IT BE OBJECTED THAT ON ACCOUNT OF THE DESIGNATION OF 

WHAT IS NON-EXISTENT, (THE EFFECT IS) NOT (EXISTENT PRIOR 

TO OREATION) (WE REPLY:) NO, (SUCH A DESIGNATION IS) ON 

ACCOUNT OF A DIFFERENT ATTRIBUTE, THIS IS KNOWN FROM THE 

COMPLEMENTARY TEXT, FROM REASONING AND FROM ANOTHER 

TEXT." 

Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 

“If it be objected that on account of the designation of what is 
non-existent” in the passage: “The non-existent, verily, was this in 
the beginning" (Chànd. 3.19.12), the effect does not exist prior to 
creation,— 

(We reply:) “no”. There is such a designation because of the 
subtleness (of the world prior to creation) Whence is this known ? 
“From the complementary passage," viz. “That was existent’ 
(Chànd. 3.19.1 3); ''from the reasoning", viz. if a previously non- 
existent effect does indeed arise, why is there no origin of a barley- 
sprout from fire? “and from another text”, viz. ‘The existent alone, 
my dear, was this in the beginning' (Chànd. 6.2.1 4). 


Vedanta-kaustubha - 


If it be objected: The doctrine of pre-existent effect is not a 
more reasonable one. Why? On account of the designation of its 


anum m unl à ams nam nan EY terim ae 


1 Sri. B. 2.1.17, p.47, Part 2; 8K. B. 2.1.17, p. 28, Parts 7 and 8. 
2 Š, R, Bh. Correct quotation: “Asad eva". Vide Chand. 3.19.1, p. 175. 
3 8, Bh. 

4 S, R, Bh, B. 
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non-existence prior to creation, in the text: “The non-existent, 
verily, was this in the beginning" (Chand. 3.19.1),— 


(We reply :) “no”, why? Because there is “such a designation "' 
“ on account of a different attribute". That is, the attribute of having 
name and form unmanifest is different from the attribute of having 
name and form manifest; and it is because of this different attribute 
that the world is designated thus in the text: “The non-existent, 
verily, was this in the beginning" (Chànd. 3.19.1), but is never 
denoted to be non-existent by nature. 


If it be asked: Whence is this known? We reply: ‘From the 
complementary passage. For the complementary passage: “That 
was existent" (Chànd. 3.19.1), refers to the topic of our discussion, 
viz. the world, by the term 'that' and from this it is known that the 
term 'non-existent' in the beginning denotes the subtle reality with 
name and form unmanifest. 


The author states another reason for the pre-existence of the 
effect, viz.: “From reasoning". That is, the existence of the effect 
is ascertained from reason as well To the question: What is that 
reason whereby the existence of the effect is ascertained? We reply: 
On our view, names and forms, knowable by means of the evidence 
of direct perception and the rest, are all real, on account of being 
perceived. An agent, viz. a potter, makes a pot out of a lump of 
clay that is existent. Here, like the lump of clay, the existence of the 
pot, too, is known from direct perception. Hence, the activity of 
the agent, too, is not useless. If it be objected that as the pot already 
exists, like the lump of clay, the activity of the agent has no meaning,— 
(we reply:) not so, since its purpose is simply manifestation. The pot 
which was unmanifest before is made manifest; hence the activity 
of the agent is not useless. The names and forms, mentioned in the 
Veda, are used just as they were before.! It should be known that, 
on our view, the conventional usage of names and forms is not un- 
precedented. The origin of a non-existent effect, on the other hand, 
does not fit in, since the origin of a barley-sprout from fire is never seen. 
It cannot be said that although fire has no power of producing such 
an effect, it has, nonetheless, the power of producing sparks,— 
for, in an effect, produced from gold and the rest of à known weight, 


p i d 


1 Vide V.K. 1.3.28-30. 


[s0. 2. 1. 17. 
ADR. 6.] VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA 295 


a different weight is never found.! Likewise, the sparks of fire, 
which are its evolutes and known through the evidence of direct 
perception, are perceived by all,—there being no evidence for the 
imaginary doctrine of a power producing unprecedented objects. 
Hence the doctrine of a non-existent effect ? is unreasonable. The 
activity of the agent, ‘too, is meaningless on this view, since the 
activities of an agent in connection with the making of a pot,—viz. 
digging earth, pounding it, placing it and so on,—all relate to the 
material cause. In the absence of the material cause, with regard 
to what should the agent act, seeing that the effect, viz. the pot and 
the rest, are not produced then, and that, in that case, the conse- 
quence will be the origin of the pot through more activity, even in the 
absence of the lump of clay? All this should be considered by the 
wise. 

The manifold controversies with regard to this point are not 
mentioned here for fear of unduly tiring those who desire for release. 
In the case under discussion, on the other hand, since Brahman 
possesses infinite powers, everything is unobjectionable. 

The author states once more another reason for the existence 
of the effect, thus: “And from another text’’. The other text is the 
text aptly teaching the pre-existence of the effect, viz.: ‘ “The existent 
alone, my dear, was this in the beginning " ' (Chand. 6.2.1), which is 
other than the above quoted text, viz.: “The non-existent, verily, 
was the beginning” (Chand. 3.19.1). Because of this too, it is the 
(pre-) existent effect alone that originates, —this is the sense. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara, Bháskara and Baladeva 


They break this sūtra into two different sütras, viz. '" Asad- 
vyapadesit . . . . vükya-$es&t" and " Yukteh Sabdàantarao ca ”.3 
Interpretation same. 


1 Le. the weight of the gold ear-ring is the same as that of the gold from 
which it is made. This shows that the cause and the effect are non-different. 

2 Asat-kárya-vàda. 

3 §.B. 2.1.17 and 18, p. 476; Bh. B. 2.1.17 and 18. 100, 101; G.B. 2.1.17 
and 18. 


[sC. 2. 1. 18-19. 
296 VEDANTA-PARIJATA-SAURABHA ADH. 6.] 


SUTRA 18 


* AND LIKE A PIECE OF CLOTH.” 


Vedanta -parijata-saurabha 


Just as a piece of cloth is at first rolled up, and afterwards spread 
out, so is the universe. 


Vedanta -kaustubha 


The sense is: Just as a piece of rolled up cloth, although not known 
to be a piece of cloth, does not, for that reason, become non-existent, 
but is indeed existent, existing in a different form, and when spread 
out once more, is known to be a piece of cloth,—so, indeed, prior to 
creation, the universe remains existent indeed, though not known 
to be a universe, having its name and form unmanifest; and is clearly 
known as the universe at the time of creation, having its name and 
form manifest. Just as the drawn forth limbs of a tortoise are not 
perceived, even though existent, but do not become non-existent 
thereby and are known when stretched out again; and just as the 
banyan tree, existent in the seed at all times indeed in a subtle form, 
is manifested in a gross form, so it is the pre-existent universe alone 
which originates, in accordance with the Mahà-bhàrata passage: 
“Just as a tortoise, having stretched out its limbs, draws them in 
again, so the soul of beings, having created beings, destroys them 
again" (Maha. 12.70726-7073a 1) and the Visnu-purana passage: 
“Just as a gigantic banyan tree is contained in a small seed, so is 
the entire universe in you, the seed, during (the state of) contraction 
(viz. dissolution)”. (V.P. 1.12.666—67a 2.) 


SOTRA 19 


“AND JUST LIKE THE VITAL-BREATH AND THE REST." 


Vedànta -parijáta-saurabha 


Just as the vital-breath, having the pràna, apàna and the rest, 
controlled by breath exercises, etc. remains in its real form; and 


1 P. 615, lines 24-25, vol. 3. Reading: “‘srstdni harate". Vangavasi ed. 
also, p. 1571. 
2 P. 108. 


[sC. 2. 1. 20. 
ADH. 7.] VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA 297 


when the control removed, is instantly known in those respective 


forms,—so here too. 
Vedanta-kaustubha 


The sense is: Just as the vital-breath, having modes like the 
prána, apàna and the rest, controlled by breath exercises, is existent 
indeed, though not known in the special forms of the prana, apàna 
and the rest, and when freed from the control is known clearly in 
those respective forms,—so the effect, with its name and form un- 
manifest prior to creation, is not known through those respective 
names and forms. Hence it is established that the world is true like 
Brahman, having Him for its material cause, and is non-different 
from Brahman, though different from Him. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘‘The beginning" (6). 


Adhikarana 7: The section entitled "The desig- 
nation of another”. (Sütras 20-22) 


PRIMA FACIE VIEW (Sütra 20) 
SÜTRA 20 


“ON ACCOUNT OF THE DESIGNATION OF ANOTHER, THERE IS THE 
CONSEQUENCE OF FAULTS LIKE NOT DOING WHAT IS BENEFICIAL 
AND THE REST." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


An objection is raised: Since on the doctrine of the causality of 
Brahman the individual soul is established to be Brahman in the pass- 
age: “This soul is Brahman” (Brh. 2.5.91), there result “faults 
like not doing what is beneficial and the rest” by reason of Brahman's 
creating the world, which is an abode of all miseries. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The view that there is an absolute difference between the cause 
and the effect has been disposed of above. Now, since there can be no 
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suspicion of an absolute non-difference between the Sentient Being 
and the non-sentient, the author is here refuting only the view of those 
who suppose that there is an absolute identity between Brahman 
and the individual soul.! 

It may be objected: If Brahman be the creator of the world 
which is the site of the three kinds of miseries, there must be the 
“consequence of the fault of not doing what is beneficial". By the 
term “and the rest” (in the sūtra) the fault of doing what is not bene- 
ficial is understood. Why? “On account of the designation of 
another," i.e. on account of the designation of the individual soul as 
Brahman in the passage: ‘“‘ Thou art that”’’ (Chand. 6.8.7; 6.9.4, 
etc.), “ This soul is Brahman” (Brh. 2.5.9) and so on. The sense is 
that the transmigratory soul, performing good and bad deeds and 
undergoing threefold pains, is not other than Brahman. Hence 
the stated faults must result on the part of Brahman, not subject to 
transmigratory existence. 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sütra 21 in his commentary. Like Nimbarka, Baladeva 
too begins a new adhikarana here, but unlike Nimbarka continues 
it up to sütra 33 (32 in Nimbarka). He takes this adhikarana as 
concerned with showing that the Brahman, and not the individual 
soul, is the cause of the world. Thus, first, he takes this sütra as 
setting forth the correct conclusion and not a prima facie view (as 
according to Nimbarka), thus: “There will be the consequences of 
faults like not doing what is beneficial and the rest from the designation 
of another (i.e. if the individual soul be designated as the creator 
of the world)".? That is, if the individual soul were the creator of 
the world, it would not have created a world so full of miseries. Hence, 
Brahman, not the individual soul, must be the creator. 


. 1 Le. the author is not trying to remove the suspicion of an absolute non- 
difference between Brahman and the material world, —since none is so foolish 
as to suppose that a Sentient Being and non-sentient object may be absolutely 
identical—but he is disposing only of the not unnatural belief of an absolute 
identity between Brahman and the individual soul. 

2 G.B. 2.1.21, pp. 52-53, Chap. 2. 
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CORRECT CONCLUSION (Siitras 21-22) 
SOTRA 21 


“Bur (BRAHMAN IS) SOMETHING MORE, ON ACCOUNT OF THE 
INDICATION OF DIFFERENCE.” 


Vedānta-pārijāta-saurabha 


The refutation of this is as follows: 

We hold that the creator of the world is Brahman, who is “some- 
thing more" than, ie. superior to, the embodied soul, the enjoyer 
of pleasure and pain. ''On account of the designation of difference ” 
in the passage: “Who rules the soul within" (Sat. Br. 14.6.7, 30 ), 
there is no absolute non-difference between the two. Hence there 
cannot result the fault of not doing what is beneficial. 


Vedanta -kaustubha 


With regard to this prima facie view, the author states the correct 
conelusion. 

The word “but” disposes of the prima facie view. Since we hold 
that Brahman,—omniscient, omnipotent, the Lord of all, without 
an equal or a superior, and the one identical material and efficient 
cause of the world,—is “something more", i.e. superior to the 
embodied soul, the question of not doing what is beneficial does not 
arise. The reason of His being something more is stated in the phrase: 
“On account of the indication of difference", i.e. on account of the 
indication of a difference between Brahman and the individual soul 
in the passages: ' “‘Q, the self, verily, should be seen " ' (Brh. 2.4.5; 
4.5.6), “The knower of Brahman attains the highest" (Tait. 2.1), 
‘Who rules the soul within’ (Sat. Br. 14.6.7, 30). The sense is 
this: Just as in the passage: ‘All this, verily is Brahman’ (Chand. 
3.14.1), it being impossible for the group of the non-sentient to be 
non-different from Brahman, its difference from Brahman is admitted 
by the phrase ‘emanating from Him’ 2 so it being impossible for the 


1 P, 1074, line 18. R. 
2 The passage is: "All this, verily, is Brahman, emanating from Him, 
disappearing into Him and breathing in Him ” (Chand. 3.14.1). 
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individual soul, too, to be by nature non-different from Brahman 
on the authority of the stated scriptural text designating difference, 
it is declared to be non-different from Brahman, by such texts like 
‘“Thou art that" ’ (Chand. 6.8.7, etc.), only as having no existence 
and activity independently of Brahman, but not by nature. Thus, 
on account of the designation of difference, in spite of there being 
a non-difference between the two, faults like doing what is not bene- 
ficial do not arise. 
COMPARISON 
Samkara 


Interpretation same, but in conclusion he adds, as usual, the 
explanation that it is only from the empirical point of view that we 
can speak of creation of a difference between the individual soul and 
Brahman ; but from the transcendental point of view no question of 
creation arises at all.! 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (end) 
SUTRA : 22 


“AND (THE INDIVIDUAL SOULS ARE) LIKE STONES AND THE REST, 
THERE IS IMPOSSIBILITY OF THAT." 


Vedànta-pàárijáta-saurabha 


Like the diamond, the lapis lazuli, the ruby and the rest which 
are the modifications of the earth, the individual soul, though non- 
different from Brahman, is also different from Him, possessing, as it 
does, some peculiar qualities of its own. Hence, the allegation by 
the opponent is an “impossible” one. 


Vedànta -kaustubha 


Moreover, just as in ordinary life, the stones like the diamond, 
the lapis lazuli, the ruby and the rest which are modifications of the 
earth, though non-different from the earth as consisting in earth, 
are yet different from the earth, possessing, as they do, their peculiar 
natures,—so is the case here. By the term “and the rest" the 


1 “Tatra kuta eva srstih, kuto’ và hita-kdranddayo dogüh 1?" S.B. 2.1.22, 
p. 484. 
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modifications of the tree, such as the leaf and so on, are to be 
understood. That is, just as the leaf, though non-different from the 
tree, is yet not the tree, so is the case here. Or else, by the term “and 
the rest", the ray of the diamond and the rest is understood, for the 
ray, though non-different from the diamond, etc., is yet found to 
be different. Hence, just as the ray, though non-different from its 
substratum, is yet different from it, so it is appropriate to hold that the 
embodied soul is by nature different from Brahman, though it is at the 
same time non-different from Him as having Him for its soul. Hence, 
the respective difference between what is subject to transmigratory 
existence (viz. the individual soul) and what is not, (viz. Brahman) 
being thus established, there is no inconsistency here. Hence “there 
is impossibility of that”, i.e. there is no possibility of faults like 
not doing what is beneficial and the rest, as alleged by the opponent. 
Thus, it is established that there no contradiction is involved in our 
view. 


Hence ends the section entitled '''The designation of another ” (7). 


COMPARISON 
Ramanuj a 


This is sūtra 23 in R&manuja’s commentary. Interpretation 
different, viz. "Just (as it is impossible for non-sentient objects) like 
stones and the rest (to be identical with Brahman, so) there is the 
impossibility of that (viz. of an identity between the individual soul 
and Brahman)’’.! 


Srikantha 


This is sütra 23 in Srikantha’s commentary too. “(Since the 
individual soul, possessed of little knowledge, is declared to be belonging 
to an absolutely different category from Brahman, the omniscient), 
just as (non-sentient objects) like stones and the rest, there is the 
impossibility of that (viz. of an absolute identity between the individual 
soul and Brahman).’’ 2 


ee SESE SER FOSTERS sR A OT e ei 


p. 53, Part 2. 
1.23, p. 32, Parts 7 and 8. 
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Baladeva 


This is sūtra 23 in his commentary. “(Since the individual soul, 
though sentient, is dependent) like (non-sentient objects like) stones 
and the rest, there is the impossibility of that (viz. of the individual 
souls being the creator of the world)."' 1 


Adhikarana 8 Thesectionentitled “The Obser- 
vation of Collection". (Sütras 23-24) 


SÜTRA 23 


“IF IT BE OBJECTED THAT ON ACCOUNT OF THE OBSERVATION OF 
COLLECTION, (BRAHMAN IS) NOT (THE CREATOR OF THE WORLD), 
(wE REPLY:) NO, FOR (HE TRANSFORMS HIMSELF) LIKE MILK." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If it be objected that “on account of the observation of the col- 
lection” of many implements by potters and others, Brahman, who 
is without any external implement, is not the cause of the world— 
(we reply:) “no”, since Brahman transforms Himself “like milk", 
possessing, as He dues, powers peculiar to Him alone. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The objection, viz. if the universal Lord, possessing the sentient 
and the non-sentient as His powers, the soul of all, and without an 
equal or a superior, be the creator of the world, there arises the faults 
like not doing what is beneficial and the rest, has been refuted above 
on the ground that the individual soul, though non-different from 
Brahman as having Him as its soul, is yet subject to transmigratory 
existence as subject to beginningless karmas, and thus different from 
Him by nature. Now, the author is disposing of the following objec- 
tion, viz. that Brahman is not the creator of the world on account 
of the absence of the collection of external implements. 

The words “and the rest” are to be supplied from the last 
aphorism. The word “for” denotes the reason. 


1 G.B. 2.1.23, p. 56, Chap. 2. 
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If it be objected: In ordinary life, it is always found that external 
implements like stick and so on are employed for the production of 
effects like pots, etc. Hence, Brahman who has no helpers, is not 
the creator of the world. To the question: Whence is this known ? 
We reply: That Brahman is without any helpers is definitely ascer- 
tained from the following texts, designating the impossibility of the 
existence of any kind of agent in the beginning: ‘ “ The existent alone, 
my dear, was this in the beginning, one only, without a second”’’ 
(Chand. 6.2.1), ‘There was, verily, Narayana, the one’ (Maha. Up. 
1.2), ‘‘ Then there was Visnu, Hari alone, the absolute ”’,— 

(We reply:) "no". Why? “Because” Brahman is “like milk". 
Just as in ordinary life milk, water and the rest are transformed into 
the form of effects like sour milk, ice and so on,—there is no external 
implement here,—so Brahman, possessed of the sentient and the non- 
sentient as His powers, is capable of being the one identical material 
and efficient cause of the world through His very nature. He has 
not to depend on the collection of accessories for creating the world, 
as declared by the text: “Supreme is His power, declared to be mani- 
fold; natural is the operation of His knowledge and power" (Svet. 
6.8). 

Whey, on the other hand, is sometimes mixed with milk, simply 
for giving a certain flavour to it, and not for making it turn sour,! 
because we find that milk turns sour even when whey is absent from 
it, and that water and the rest do not turn into sour milk even when 
whey is present in them. 


It is because the potters and others are mere efficient causes that 
they have to depend on clay, etc. for making pots, etc.; and it is because 
they lack the requisite power that they have to depend on the stick, 
the wheel and so on. 

Although the facts mentioned in the Veda are ever-established, 
yet objections are being raised against them again and again for 
removing the doubts of those who are entitled to the study of it, for 
silencing the opponent and for making one understand the meaning 
of the Veda without a vestige of doubt. 


1 'This replies to the objection, viz. that the above example of milk is not 
to the point, since milk is not transformed into sour milk by itself, but has to 
depend on whey. 
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COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sütra 24 in his commentary. Interpretation different, viz. 
“Tf it be objected that on account of the observation of the completion 
(of & piece of work by the individual soul,) (it cannot be likened to 
inert stones and the rest, but is a free agent), (we reply) no, for (the 
soul’s power of action is) like (the cow's power of producing) milk ".1 
That is, although the soul is an agent and can as such bring works to 
completion, yet it is not an independent agent, but has to depend on 
the Lord for its activities, just as the cow cannot by herself produce 
milk, but has to depend on the life-energy. 


SÜTRA 24 


* As IN THE CASE OF THE GODS AND THE REST TOO IN (THEIR 


WORLD." 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Just as the gods and the rest create what they want through a 
mere wish, so does the Lord too. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. Milk and the rest are non-sentient, while 
Brahman is sentient; as such, the examples cited are not to the point,— 
the author replies here. 

The word “too” suggests the possibility of an analogy with the 
sentient. The case in hand is analogous not merely to that of non- 
sentient objects, like milk, etc. as shown above, but is also analogous 
to that of the sentient, known from Scripture to be the power of the 
Lord. Just as “inthe world", i.e. in the world of the gods and the rest, 
or in Scripture,—the cause of the beholding of all objects,—the gods, 
the fathers, the sages, the Nagas and the rest, celebrated to be possessed 
of great powers, are found to create the objects which they want, as 
befitting time and need, through a mere wish; just as a spider acts 
by itself alone independently of any external implement, so the Highest 
Person, celebrated in all the worlds and Vedas as possessed of great 


1 G.B. 2.1.4, pp. 56-57, Chap. 1. 
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powers, omniscient, omnipotent and having true resolves, creates the 
whole group of effects through a mere wish. Hence, it is established 
that no contradiction is involved in our view simply because certain 
well-known implements are found employed in ordinary creations. 


Here ends the section entitled “The observation of collection” (8). 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sutra 25 in his commentary. Interpretation different, viz.: 
(The Lord though invisible, is the creator of the world,) just as 
the gods too (though invisible, are seen to work) in the world, (i.e. 
to produce rain and so on). 


Adhikarana 9: The section entitled “The con- 
sequence of the entire". (Sütras 25-30) 


PRIMA FACIE VIEW (Sütra 25) 
SOTRA 25 


"(Yr BRAHMAN BE THE MATERIAL CAUSE OF THE WORLD, THERE 
WILL BE) THE CONSEQUENCE OF THE ENTIRE (BRAHMAN BEING 
TRANSFORMED INTO THE WORLD), OR THE VIOLATION OF THE TEXT 
ABOUT (BRAHMAN’S) HAVING NO PARTS.’ 


Vedānta-pārijāta-saurabha 


An objection is raised :— 

If Brahman be the material cause of the world, then if He be 
admitted to be without parts, there will be the “consequence of the 
entire” (Brahman being transformed into the world); if possessed of 
parts, then the scriptural texts about His having no parts will be 
contradicted. 

1 G.B. 2.1.25. 
20 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


Anticipating the objection,—viz. If Brahman be transformed into 
the form of the world absolutely independently of any external im- 
plement, then let Him not depend on His own powers as well. But 
since the view that Brahman is the material cause through His mere 
nature leads to the horns of a dilemma, He cannot reasonably be the 
material cause; and hence pradhàna alone must be the material 
cause,—the author is replying to it by pointing out that in the case 
of Brahman, external implements cannot be admitted, as they are 
not mentioned in Scriptures, and as they will make Brahman a 
dependent creator; and that His own powers, which are non-different 
from Him, may very well be admitted, as they have Scripture for 
their authority. 

The prima facie view is as follows: Is Brahman,—knowable from 
the scriptural texts like: ‘‘‘ The existent alone, my dear, was this in 
the beginning, one only, without a second” ’ (Chand. 6.2.1), ' The 
soul, verily, was this in the beginning, one only' (Brh. 1.4.7) and so 
on, and transformed into the form of the effect,—without parts, or 
possessed of parts? If it be said: without parts, (we reply:) then the 
consequence will be that the entire Brahman will become the effect, 
as in the case of milk; there will not remain a transcendent Brahman, 
beyond transmigratory existence and to be approached by the freed; 
the scriptural texts designating Brahman as unintelligible will be con- 
tradicted ; universal release will result; and Brahman will come to 
possess the attributes of grossness and the rest. If on the other 
hand, He be admitted to have parts, then there will not arise faults 
like the entire Brahman being transformed into the world, but the 
scriptural texts designating that Brahman, the cause of the world, 
has no parts will come to be contradicted, viz. the texts: “Without 
parts, without action, tranquil, faultless, stainless " (Svet. 6.19), “For 
He is the celestial, incorporal Person, the outside and the inside, 
unborn” (Mund. 2.1.2) and so on. So none but pradhàna can be the 
the cause of the world. 

COMPARISON 


Baladeva 


This is sūtra 26 in his commentary. He reads “vyakopa”’ 
instead of “Kopa’’. Interpretation, too, is different, viz.: he takes 
this sūtra as setting forth the correct conclusion and not a prima 
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facie view, thus: ‘ (If the individual soul be the creator of the world), 
then there will be the consequence of entire (absorption), or the 
contradiction of the texts (designating its) being without parts’. 
That is, if the individual soul be the creator, we must conclude that, 
in as much as it is without parts, its entire self is present in every 
act. But this is not really the case, e.g. while lifting a blade of grass, 
the individual soul does not employ its entire force to the act. Or, 
else we must conclude that the individual soul must be possessed of 
parts, which also goes against scriptural authority. Hence, we must 
conclude that the individual soul cannot be the creator. 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (Sitras 26-30) 
SUTRA 26 


“But (THE ABOVE OBJECTION HAS NO FORCE) ON ACCOUNT OF 
SCRIPTURE, SINCE (THE FACT THAT BRAHMAN IS THE CAUSE OF THE 
WORLD IS) BASED ON SCRIPTURE." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The stated objection does not hold good. As the truth mentioned 
in the texts: ‘He wished “May I be many’’’ (Tait. 2.62), ‘He 
Himself created Himself’ (Tait. 2.7 3), ‘He became existent and 
that’ (Tait. 2.64), ‘So much is His greatness, higher than that is 
the Person’ (Chand. 3.12.65), ‘Just as a spider creates, so from 
the Person® the Universe originates’ (Mund. 1.1.77) and so on, 
is based on Scripture itself—anything else has no basis to stand upon. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The author states the correct conclusion. 

The word “but” is for disposing of the prima facie view. The 
entire Brahman is not transformed, nor is there any violation of texts. 
Why? “On account of Scripture. " That is, on account of the mass 


MERE 


1 G.B. 2.1.26, pp. 58-59, Chap. 2. 2 Not quoted by others. 
3 Op. cit. 4 Op. cit. 5 8. 
6 Correct quotation: '"'Tathà aksarüd bhavati iha viévam". Vide Mund. 
1.1.7, p. 9. 
7 Not quoted by others. 
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of texts which declare that Brahman is the non-different material 
and efficient cause of the world, different from the world, possessed 
of powers which are transformed and so on. Such scriptural texts 
are: ‘He wished “May I be many ”’ (Tait. 2.6), ‘He Himself created 
Himself’ (Tait. 2.7), ‘He became existent and that’ (Tait. 2.6), 
‘Having created it, he entered into that very thing’ (Tait. 2.6), 
‘That divinity thought:. ‘‘ Very well, let me enter into these three 
divinities "' (Chand. 6.3.2), ‘Having entered by this living soul’ 
(Chand. 6.3.2), ‘Who abiding within the earth, . . . from the 
earth does not know’ (Brh. 3.7.3), ‘Entered within the ruler of 
men’ (Tait. Ar. 3.11.1, 21), ‘So much is His greatness, higher 
than that is the Person’ (Chand. 3.12.6) and so on. There is a Smrti 
text as well, viz.: ‘Having voluntarily entered into prakrti (matter) 
and purusa (soul), Hari shook the mutable and the immutable at the 
time of dissolution and creation’ (V.P. 1.2.29 2). Like a spider, 
Brahman is transformed into the form of the world, without waiting 
for external helpers. Hence there is no violation of the texts desig- 
nating Him to be without parts. The scriptural text to this effect 
is as follows: ‘Just as a spider creates and takes, just as hairs on the 
head and body-hairs arise from a person, and medicinal herbs from 
the earth, so this universe arises from the Imperishable’ (Mund. 
1.1.7). There is a Smrti text as well, viz.: ‘ Just as a tortoise, having 
stretched out its limbs, again draws them in, so the Soul of beings, 
having created beings destroys them again’ (Maha. 12.70725—7073a?). 
Brahman, possessing the sentient and the non-sentient as His powers, 
is declared to be without parts and without limbs, because He has no 
parts and limbs as His material cause, as threads are of a piece of 
cloth. 

If it be objected: If it be admitted that transformation means 
the projection of power, then there being no transformation of the 
real nature of the creator, what is the difference of this view from 
the views of the Simkhyas and the rest ? 4—(we reply:) Listen. The 


1 P. 191. 2 P. 16. 


3 P. 615, lines 24-25, vol. 3. Reading: ''erstáni harate". Vangavasi ed., 
also p. 1571. 


* I.e. according to the Samkhyas, pradhdna is transformed into the world, 
while according to the Veddntine also not Brahman Himself, but His power of 
the non-sentient (acicchaktt)—which is pradhána—is transformed into the world. 
Hence the two views come to the same thing. 
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Saémkhyas hold that the material cause of the world is a substance 
which is different from the purusa (or the soul) just as a lump of clay 
is different from a potter, which does not possess it (viz.: purusa) as 
its soul, and which is possessed of independent existence and activity. 
But Brahman, as admitted by the Vedàntins, is One alone. He 
transforms Himself into the form of non-sentient objects like the 
ether and the rest by projecting His power of the enjoyed (i.e. the 
acit-sakti); having projected the sentient power of the enjoyer (i.e. 
the cit-Sakti) in the form of gods and the rest, and having entered 
within as their inner controller, makes them undergo the fruits of their 
respective works; and contracts them during the time of dissolution, 
as a tortoise does its limbs, and the sun its rays. 

To the objection, viz. even if there be the collection of external 
helpers by Brahman, no contradiction arises in the case in hand; 
and hence pradhàna, established by the Tantra may be the external 
implement, suitable for the production of the world, just as clay is 
for the production of a pot. What is the use of a transformation 
consisting in the projection of powers ?—the author replies: On this 
view, there will be contradiction of scriptural texts. This he says 
in the words: “Because of being based on Scripture”. Transformation 
consisting in the projection of powers is accepted, based as it is on 
Scripture. If implements like pradhàna and the rest be admitted, 
that view will have no basis to stand upon; and the consequence will be 
that Brahman wil have to depend on another for His creation. 
Further, the following texts will come to be contradicted, viz. ‘ All 
this has that for its soul’ (Chand. 6.8.7 ch.), ‘ All this, verily, is 
Brahman’ (Chànd. 3.14.1), ‘Which being known, all comes to be 
known' and so on,—this is the sense. 


COMPARISON 


Samkara 


This is sütra 27 in his commentary. Interpretation same, but 
he adds his usual explanation in conclusion that from the transcen- 
dental point of view, no question of creation arises at all and hence 
no question as to how, Brahman, who is partless is yet not transformed 
in His entirety.! 


1 S.B. 2.1.27, p. 491. 
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Ramanuja 


Interpretation of the word “Sabda-milatvat” different,—viz. 
(The fact that Brahman is possessed of various powers) is based on 
Scripture.1 According to Nimbürka, it means, as we have seen, 
“(The fact that Brahman creates the world, yet remains untransformed) 
is based on Scripture” 2; while according to Srinivasa: (The fact 
that transformation means nothing but projection of powers) is based 
on Scripture. 

Baladeva 


This is sūtra 27 in his commentary, viz. “(But the above objection 
does not apply to the case of the Lord, the real creator) on account 
of Scripture, because (the knowledge of Brahman) is based on Scrip- 
ture ”.3 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (continued) 
SÜTRA 27 


'" AND SINCE THESE VARIOUS (MODIFICATIONS) (ARE SEEN) IN THE 


SOUL ALSO." 
Vedànta-parijata-saurabha 


When various modifications are appropriate on the part of indivi- 
dual souls, like gods and the rest, how can they possibly be inappro- 
priate on the part of the omnipotent Lord of all, the cause of the 


universe ? 
Vedànta-kaustubha 


The author is confirming the stated view on the rule of ‘how much 
more’ ? 

No wonder that if the creation of the world be due to one who is 
possessed of true resolves, of inconceivable and infinite powers, and 
is unchangeable by nature, then faults like entire creator being trans- 
formed and so on never result,—'since"', i.e. because “in the soul 
too", ie. in the individual soul which has come to attain lordship, 
"this", i.e. without there resulting any faults like entire transforma- 
tion, "various" creations are seen in accordance with its own power. 


1 Srt. B. 2.1.29, p. 60, Part 2. 
2 This is the interpretation of Samkara as well. 
3 G.B. 2.1.27, p. 60, Chap. 2. 
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The second “and” (“ca”) is indicative of ‘how much more’? (i.e. 
obviousness).! 

To begin with, the forms of swans and the rest, assumed by indivi- 
dual souls, are well-known in Scripture.” 

The following Smrti passages are indicative of the power of the 
king of gods: ‘Now he changes into those particular forms repeatedly. 
He becomes a bearer of the crest and the thunder-bolt, armed with a 
bow, and wearing the ear-rings, then in an instant, he comes to look 
like a Candala.3 Then, again, my son, he comes to be clad in bark, 
with a tuft of hair on the top of his head and matted hair. Then he 
comes to have a large body, becomes fine, likewise stout or thin. 
Again he changes himself as fair, dark, likewise black; ugly or hand- 
some, likewise young or old; learned, dull or ignorant, likewise short 
or long. Then the performer of a hundred sacrifices becomes a high 
caste or a low caste. He assumes the forms of a parrot or a crow, 
man or cuckoo, and again assumes the forms of a lion, a tiger or an 
elephant ', and so on. 

The Smrti passages concerned with power of the sun are as 
follows: ' The abode of many wonders is the revered Sun, from whom 
arise all beings, honoured in the three worlds', and so on. Similarly, 
the creative power of other gods may be known from Scripture itself. 

The following Smrti passage is indicative of the power of gods: 
‘They may make a non-god god, and a god non-god. When incensed, 
they may create rulers of worlds and other worlds '. 

The following Smrti passage designates the power Cyavana: 
*O, the power of the Brahma-sage Cyavana, the great-soul! The 
ascetic can create other worlds, simply by wishing, through the power 
of austerities '. 

The following Smrti texts refer to the power of Va$istha's cow, 
viz. ‘The cow, with her head and neck raised, look terrific, her 
eyes reddened with anger, and lowing repeatedly. Her body, blazing 
with anger, shone like mid-day sun. The cow created the Palhavas 
from her tail in great frequency in the form of the piling up of the 


- ——— 


1 I.e. if individual souls are capable of assuming various forms without 
themselves undergoing modifications, how much more so this must be the case 
with the Lord, the omnipotent Being. Kaimutyaka-nydya. 

2 Vide, e.g. Chand. 4.1.2, where certain divine sages are said to have 
assumed the form of swans. For fuller account of this story see V.K. 1.3.34. 

3 An outcaste, born from a S'üdra father and a Brahmana mother. 
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charcoal, as it were 1; the Dravidas from her tail; the Sakas from her 
urine; the Yavanas from her womb; numerous Sabaras from her 
dung; the Cicukas, the Pulindas, the Cinas, the Hünas, the Sakelaras 
from her foam as well as the Mlecchas of various kinds ' (Maha. 1.60795— 
6680a, 6682-6683, 6685) and so on. 

Similarly, other individual souls, too, possess the power of various 
kinds of creations, which are not quoted here for avoiding prolixity, 
and also because they are not suitable here. Even in eminent indivi- 
dual souls, the power of creating object is insignificant, befitting 
their own powers and only given by the Lord. It is not possible 
for even the freed soul to be the creator of the enitre universe. "This 
will be made clear in the aphorism: “Devoid of the activity regarding 
the universe " (Br. Sü. 4.4.17). 


COMPARISON 
Ramanuja and Srikantha 


This is sütra 28 in their commentaries. Interpretation different: 
viz. And thus in the soul (the attributes of the non-sentient are not 
found), for there are manifold (powers) (in different objects). That 
is, we find that the sentient individual soul, which is different from 
non-sentient objects, does not possess their attributes. Similarly, 
these non-sentient objects themselves, fire, water and the rest, which 
are different from one another, do not share one another's attributes, 
but have manifold attributes. In the very same manner Brahman 
who is different from both the sentient and the non-sentient does not 
possess their attributes, but numerous others not found in them.2 


Baladeva 


This is sütra 28 in his commentary. Interpretation different, viz. 
And thus (there are mysterious powers) in the soul (viz. Brahman), 
because various (powers) (belong to the tree of all desires, or to the 
philosopher's stone). That is, we believe, on the ground of Scrip- 
ture alone, that the tree of all desires and the philosopher's stone 
possess mysterious powers, capable of giving rise to elephants, horses 


a A a aae e a a a m a e 


1 Angar-vre--mamul. Here the suffix ‘namul’ implies comparison in accord- 
ance with the rule Pan. 3.4.45. SD. K. 3366, p. 714, vol. 2. 
3 Sri. B. 2.1.28, pp. 60-61, Part 2; SK. B. 1.2.28, p. 39, Parts 7 and 8. 
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and the rest. So why should we not believe, on the very same ground, 
that the Lord is possessed of mysterious powers ? ! 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (continued) 
SÜTRA 28 ' 


* AND BECAUSE THERE IS FAULT IN HIS OWN VIEW." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Let our view stand. Since the faults mentioned by you rebound 
to your own view, it is proper for you to keep silent. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The particle “and” (“ca”) is meant for disposing of the doctrines 
which are opposed to the Vedanta. The Sàmkhyas and the rest, who 
maintain doctrines opposed to the Vedanta, cannot find fault with 
our determination of the cause of the world. Why? “Because 
there is fault in their own views.” Thus, the Samkhyas admit that 
pradhàna, consisting of the three gunas, and without parts, is trans- 
formed into mahat and the rest. This being so, the consequence is. 
that faults like entire pradhàna being transformed and so on must 
pertain to their view as well. Since what is without parts cannot be 
transformed, pradhàna cannot also be the cause, otherwise there will 
result transformation on the part of purusa as well. 

If it be argued: There are parts of pradhàna, viz. sattva, rajas 
and tamas, and hence the above fault does not result,—(we reply :) 
In that case, according to your view, pradhàna must be an effect, 
like a piece of cloth, and sattva and the rest, which are its parts, must 
be its cause, like threads. 

If it be argued again: We do not admit that pradhàna has no 
form before, but is brought into existence by its parts, sattva and the 
rest, as a piece of cloth by the threads. What we hold is that pradhàna, 
already existent in its peculiar form, is the aggregate of sattva and the 
rest in a state of equilibrium, —(we reply:) This does not stand to 
reason. If this be so, then too, it must be admitted, according to 


7? Q.B. 2.1.28, pp. 63-64, Chap. 2. 
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your view, that when in a state of equilibrium, sattva and the rest 
are pradhana, and when in a state of non-equilibrium, they give rise 
to the world. 

Moreover, if each of these be possessed of parts, there must 
follow infinite regress; but if they be without parts, there must result 
the violation of the respective difference between the cause and the 
effect, since thére will be no distinction between the causal and the 
effected states of the aggregate of the sattva and the rest, which are 
devoid of parts. 

Hereby, the doctrine of Atomism too should be known to be 


refuted. 
COMPARISON 


All others, except Baladeva, read '"Sapaksa-dosac ca".! Inter- 

pretation same. 
Baladeva 

This is sütra 29 in his commentary. Interpretation different, 
viz.: he does not take this sütra to be referring to the Samkhya view, 
but to the view that the individual soul, and not the Lord, is the 
creator of the world. Hence the sütra means, according to him, 
“ And because there is fault in his own view ". That is, the objection 
raised by the opponent to our view, viz. if Brahman be the creator, 
the question arises whether He creates with His entire energy or a 
portion of it only, applies equally to the view that the individual soul 
is the creator; and while we can answer this objection, the opponent 
cannot.? 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (continued) 
SÜTRA 29 


“ AND THAT (DIVINITY) IS ENDOWED WITH ALL (POWERS), BECAUSE 
IT IS SEEN.” 3 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


In accordance with the scriptural text: ‘Supreme is His power, 
declared to be manifold; natural is the operation of His knowledge 


MEUM) Neh REISER ASEE Pip PRAEERAT gem AAO à PAPERS e o a FRENAR OE PES tse eis c "e ESSERE E va 


1 G.B. 2.1.29. 2 G.B. 2.1.28. 
3 C.S.S. ed. leaves out the “ca”, p. 29. 
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and power’ (Svet. 6.81), “that” divinity is “endowed with all 
powers”, i.e. is able to do everything. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The author is demonstrating the omnipotence of the Highest 
Person. 

The cause of the world, as admitted by the Samkhyas and others, 
viz.: pradhàna and the rest, devoid of a multitude of powers, suitable 
for the production of the diverse and multiform world, does not stand 
to reason. But in the case in hand, the Divinity, worshipped by His 
own devotees who resort to none else, is endowed with all", i.e. 
endowed with all powers; “and”, i.e. hence, He alone is capable of 
being the cause, and not pradhàna and the rest. Why? “Because 
it is seen,— ”, i.e. (because) Scripture (“darsana”) demonstrates it 
(“tad”), viz. the divinity who is endowed with all powers;—i.e. 
because of the scriptural texts like: ‘The own power of the divinity, 
hidden by his own qualities’ (Svet. 1.3), ‘Supreme is His power, 
declared to be manifold; natural is the operation of His knowledgo 
and action’ (Svet. 6.8), ‘ Possessed of true desires, possessed of true 
resolves’ (Chand. 8.1.5; 8.7.1, 3) and so on; and because of the 
Smrti passage: ‘Hundreds of positive powers like creation and the 
rest, which are inconceivable to the comprehension of all beings, may 
belong to Brahman, O best among the ascetics, as heat to fire’ 
(V.P. 1.3.2 3). 


COMPARISON 


[1295 99 


All others read: “Sarvopeté ca tad-daréanàt", omitting “sā”. 
Samkara and Bhaskara begin a new adhikarana here, (ending with the 
next sütra). 


1 R, Sk, B. 
2 This explains the compound ‘“‘tad-dargandt”’. 
3 P. 22. 
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CORRECT CONCLUSION (end) 
SUTRA 30 


“IF IT BE OBJEOTED THAT (BRAHMAN IS NOT THE CAUSE OF THE 
WORLD) BECAUSE OF THE ABSENCE OF SENSE-ORGANS, (WE REPLY :) 
THAT HAS BEEN SAID." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If it be objected that on account of the denial of His sense-organs 
in the text: ‘No action or sense-organ of Him exists’ (Svet. 6.81), 
it is not possible for one who is endowed with all powers to be the 
creator of the world—(we reply:) the answer to this has already 


been given.? 
Vedàáünta-kaustubha 


If it be objected: Let Brahman be endowed with all powers; 
still, like milk, without implements such as basin, pot and the rest; 
like the seed, without implements, such as earth, water, and so on; 
and like gods and others without implements befitting particular 
places and times, He cannot consistently be the creator of effects, 
though possessed of powers, '' because of the absence of sense-organs”’ 
on His part, i.e. because He is known to be devoid of sense-organs 
from the text: ' No action or sense-organ of Him exists ' (Svet. 6.8)— 

(We reply:) The reply to this has been given in the aphorism: 
“Because of being based on Scripture” (Br. Si. 21.1.20). The 
meaning of the above scriptural text is as follows: There exist ‘no 
action’,—i.e. that which is to be done for the purpose of obtaining 
bliss,—and ‘sense-organ’ for the production of desired for action, 
‘of him’, i.e. of the Supreme Lord who is one mass of ever-present 
bliss, the Lord of all and the Creator of the world.3 There are scrip- 
tural texts to this effect, viz.: ‘The soul, which consists of bliss’ 
(Tait. 2.5), ‘Filled with His own self alone’, ‘A flavour, verily, is 
He’ (Tait. 2.7), ‘Having all desires, having all odours, having all 
tasks’ (Chand. 3.14.2, 4), ‘Without hands and feet, he is swift and 
a seizer; without eyes, he sees; without ears he hears’ (Svet. 3.19) 
and so on. The declaration by the Lord Himself, too, is as follows: 


1 R, SK, B. 2 Vide Br. Si. 2.1.26. 
3 I.e. the Lord, who is ever blissful does not need to act for attaining any 
further bliss; and He has not to depend on the sense-organs for His action. 


[sC. 2. 1. 31. 
ADH. 10.] VEDANTA-PARIJATA-SAURABHA 317 


**TI have no duties, whatsoever, O Partha, in the three world, nor 
anything unattained to be attained; yet I abide in action""' (Gita 
3.22). Hence it is established that the above-mentioned faults 
pertain to the opponent’s view alone, but not to the conclusion estab- 
lished by the Vedanta. 


Here ends the section entitled “The consequence of the 
entire" (9). 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sütra 31 in his commentary. The interpretation of the 
phrase “tad uktam" different, viz.: "that has been answered (by 
Scripture itself)". That is the very same Upanisad (viz. Svetaéva- 
tara) which has been quoted by the opponent in support of his 
allegation that the Lord, devoid of sense-organs (viz. Svet. 6.8), 
cannot act, answers to the objection by pointing out that though 
devoid of sense-organs, He can yet act (viz. Svet. 3.19 1). 


Adhikarana 10: The section entitled “Having 
aneed”. (Sütras 31-35) 


PRIMA FACIE VIEW (Sütra 31) 
SUTRA 31 


"(BRAHMAN IS) NOL (THE CAUSE OF THE WORLD), ON ACCOUNT 
OF (THE ACTIVITY OF AN AGENT) HAVING A NEED.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


It may be objected: The Supreme Being who has all His desires 
eternally fulfilled, is not an agent. Why? “On account of the 
activity of an agent having a need.” 


—— ——À MÀ —— —— MÀ M ÓÀ—— o 


1 G.B. 2.1.31, p. 67, Chap. 2. 
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Veddanta-kaustubha 


Now, a doubt is raised: Let this be so; yet there being no need 
on the part of Brahman,—who has His desires eternally fulfilled by 
themselves,—for creating the world, it is not created by Him. 

The prima facie view is as follows: Creatorship of the world does 
not fit in on the part of Brahman. Why? “On account of the 
activity of the agent having a need’’, and on account of there being 
no need on His part for creating the world, as He has His desires 
eternally fulfilled. 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (Sütras 32-35) 
SÜTRA 32 


“But, AS IN ORDINARY LIFE, (CREATION IS) A MERE SPORT (TO 
BRAHMAN). ” 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


With regard to it, we reply: Such creation and the rest of the 
Supreme Being are like the mere sport of kings and sa on, well-known 
in ordinary life. 

Vedanta-kaustubha 


The author is stating the correct conclusion. 

The particle “but” is for disposing of the prima facie view. 
Just as, in ordinary life, the play of a universal monarch, who has 
attained lordship, with various kinds of dice, wooden balls and the 
rest, is a mere sport, without any desire indeed for fruit,—so this is 
a mere sport on the part of Brahman as well, i.e. a mere play with 
the creation of the universe and so on. 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sütra 33 in his commentary. Interpretation same, but 
the phrase: "lokavat" explained a little differently, thus: As in 
ordinary life a man, full of cheerfulness or on awakening from a sound 
sleep, dances about without any motive or need, but simply from the 
fulness of spirit, so is the case here.! Here Baladeva criticizes the 


1 G.B. 2.1.33, p. 71, Chap. 2. 
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Visistadvaita illustration of a prince engaged in a game of balls (which 
is the illustration given us by Nimbarka as well as we have seen) 
by pointing out that such a game is not altogether motiveless, since 
the prince gets some pleasure from it.! 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (continued) 
SOTRA 33 


“(THERE ARE) NO INEQUALITY AND CRUELTY (ON THE PART OF 
BRAHMAN), BECAUSE OF (HIS) HAVING REGARD (FOR THE WORKS 
OF SOULS), FOR SO (SCRIPTURE) SHOWS." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Inequality and cruelty, due to unequal creation, destruction 
and the rest, depend on the works of the individual souls themselves, 
and so they do not pertain to the creator of the origin and the rest 
of the world, as in the case of the cloud. “So” exactly the scriptural 
text: “One becomes good by good action, bad by bad action" (Brh. 


3.2.13 2) “shows ”. 
Vedanta-kaustubha 


It may be objected: If Brahman creates the universe in mere 
sport, He must be open to the charges of inequality and cruelty. 
He must be open to the charge of “inequality”, i.e. of creating an 
unequal world, creating as He does different grades of beings like 
gods, men, animals and so on. And, He must be open to the charge 
of "cruelty", i.e. of heartlessness, creating as He does the universe 
which is an abode of three kinds of sufferings; making the individual 
souls, not attached to matter, enter into connection with it at the time 
of dissolution, and thereby causing them sufferings like old age, death, 
and the rest. 

(We reply:) No. There cannot be any inequality and cruelty 
on the part of Brahman. Why? “On account of (His) having 
regard ’’, i.e. because in producing different beings like gods and the 
rest at the beginning of the creation of the universe, Brahman has 
regard for, i.e. takes into account, their respective works or karmas, 


1 Op. cit., p. 72. 2 $, R. 


(st. 2. 1. 34. 
320 VEDANTA-PARIJATA-SAURABHA  . ADH. 10.] 


just as the cloud in producing different kinds of shoots depends on 
their respective seeds. 

If it be asked: Whence is this known? The author replies: 
“shows”, i.e. the holy Scripture shows this thus: ‘For he alone makes 
one, whom he wishes to raise up from these worlds, do good deed; 
he alone makes one, whom he wishes to lead down, do bad deed' 
(Kaus. 3.8), ‘One becomes good by good deeds, bad by bad deeds’ 
(Brh. 3.2.13), ‘The doer of good deeds becomes good, the doer of 
bad deeds becomes bad’ (Brh. 4.4.5). 


COMPARISON 


Samkara, Srikantha and Baladeva begin a new adhikarana here. 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (continued) 
SÜTRA 34 


“IF IT BE OBJEOTED THAT THIS IS NOT (POSSIBLE), ON ACCOUNT 
OF THE NON-DISTINOTION OF WORKS, (WE REPLY :) NO, ON ACCOUNT 
OF BEGINNINGLESSNESS, AND (THIS) FITS IN, AND IS OBSERVED 
ALSO." 

Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If it be objected that since the text: ‘“The existent alone, my 
dear, was this in the beginning"' (Chànd. 0.2.1!) declares the 
‘non-distinction’ of works prior to creation, the Supreme Being’s 
dependence on the works does not fit in,—(we reply:) “no”, as works 
exist even then, the works done by the individual souls in previous 
births being eternal. And a prior creation “fits in", as a sudden 
subsequent creation is unreasonable.? And this is “observed also" 
in the text: ‘The creator fashioned the sun and the moon as he 
did before’ (Rg. V. 10.190.3 8) and so on. 


1 S, R, SE, B. 

2 I.o. since a subsequent creation cannot arise all on a sudden we have to 
-admit that it arises from a prior creation. 

3 Pp. 413-14. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be objected: The reason, viz. ‘on account of dependence’, 
does not fitin. Why? “On account of the non-distinction of works.” 
That is, the non-distinction of the entire world prior to creation being 
ascertained from the text: ‘“‘The existent alone, my dear, was this 
in the beginning, one only, without a second "' (Chand. 6.2.1), the 
non-distinction of the works of the individual souls, too, is ascertained. 
Hence, prior to creation, there are no works as the cause of the diver- 
sities of the objects to be created, on which Brahman might depend,— 

(We reply:) “no”. Why? “On account of the beginningless "' 
of all. That is, the works, good and bad, done by the individual 
souls in & previous creation, become the cause of the diversities in 
a subsequent creation. "And" the continuity of creation "fits in" 
in accordance with the maxim of ‘the seed and the shoot’,! and in 
accordance with the above-mentioned difference between the manifest 
and unmanifest effect,2 as well as because a sudden subsequent 
creation without a prior creation is inexplicable, this last reason being 
indicated by the particle “and” (in the sūtra). This is "observed 
also" in Scripture. That is, since the text: ‘The creator fashioned 
the sun and the moon as he did before' (Rg.V. 10.190.3), teaches 
the existence of & prior creation, the eternity of the flow of creation 
is established. And in the scriptural and Smrti texts like: ‘With 
roots above, branches below is this eternal fig-tree' (Katha 6.1), 
*With roots above, branches below, the fig-tree is indestructible, 
they say' (Gità 15.1), the reality as well of mundane existence, as 
having the Existent as its root, and as having the form of a continuous 
stream, is established. Previously, the effect has indeed been deter- 
mined to bereal.? In the texts: ‘Without beginning and without end’ 
(Cal. 54), ‘A wise man is not born, nor dies’ (Katha 2.185), ‘Know 
prakrti (matter) and purusa (soul) to be both beginningless’ (Gita 
13.19), the eternity, too, of the sentient and the non-sentient sub- 
stances, which are the powers of the Supreme Cause, is established. 


1 I.e. just as it is impossible to say whether the seed is earlier or the shoot, 
so it is impossible to say whether karmus are the earlier or the samsdra. Hence 
they are taken to be beginningless. 

2 Vide V.K. 2.1.17-18. 8 Vide V.K. 2.1.14 ff. 

4 Correct quotation: “ Anddavati”. Vide p. 230. 

6 Cf. a very similar passage in Gità 2.20. 
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COMPARISON 
Samkara 
He breaks this sütra into two different sütras—thus: “Na 
an&üditvát", and “upapadyate . . . . ca”. 
Bhaskara 


He also breaks it into two different sütras. Further he reads the 
first portion differently, thus: ''Asmàd vibhàgàd iti cen nàn&ditvàt", 


(sūtra 35), “upapadyate . . . ca” (sūtra 36).? 
Baladeva 
He also breaks it into two different sütras exactly after Samkara. 
But he takes.the first portion only, viz. "Na . ia * anáditvàt" 
as indicated within the previous adhikarana beginning a new 
adhikarana with the second portion: “upapadyate . . . . ca”, 


concerned with showing that the grace of the Lord is not partial. 
Hence it means, according to him: And (the special grace shown by 
the Lord to his devotees) fits in (since it is not arbitrary, but depends 
on the devotion of the souls themselves), and it is observed also (in 
Scripture).3 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (end) 
SOTRA 35 
* AND BECAUSE OF THE FITTING IN OF ALL ATTRIBUTES." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


* And because of the fitting in of all the attributes" of a cause on 
the part of Brahman alone, it is established that our view is free from 
all contradictions. 


Here ends the first quarter of the second chapter of the Vedünta- 
parijita-saurabha, composed by the reverend Nimbarka. 


1 8.B., pP. 498-499. 
3 Bh. B., p. 107. 
3 G.B. 2.1.36, PP: 76-77, Chap. 2. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


* And on account of the fitting in." That is, all the attributes, 
mentioned or not mentioned, befitting the cause of the world and 
inappropriate on the part of pradhàna and the rest,—fit in on the part 
of Brahman alone. Hence, it is established that the concordance of 
Scriptures with regard to Brahman is not contradicted by any means 
whatsoever. 


Here ends the section entitled “Having a need ” (10). 


Here ends the first quarter of the second chapter in the holy 
Vedanta-kaustubha, commentary on the Süriraka-mimàmsà, 
and composed by the reverend teacher Srinivàsa. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhàskara 


This is sūtra 37 in both the commentaries. They take this sūtra 
to be à new adhikarana by itself. 


Baladeva 


This is sütra 37 in his commentary. Interpretation different, 
viz. the same theme continued thus: And on account of the fitting 
in of all attributes (harmonious in themselves or not) (on the part of 
the Lord). That is, the Lord is possessed of paradoxical and myste- 
rious powers, and hence it is possible for Him to possess, along with ' 
the attributes of perfect justice and impartiality, the attribute of 
showing special favour and partiality for his devotees as well.! 


Résumé 


The first section of the second chapter contains— 

35 sütras and 10 adhikaranas, according to Nimbārka ; 
37 sütras and 13 adhikaranas, according to Samkara; 
36 sütras and 10 adhikaranas, according to Ramanuja; 
37 stitras and 12 adhikaranas, according to Bhaskara ; 
36 sütras and 11 adhikaranas, according to Srikantha ; 
37 sütras and 11 adhikaranas, according to Baladeva. 
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1 G.B. 2.1.37, p. 78, Chap. 2. 
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Samkara, Bhüskara and Baladeva divide each of the sütras 17 
and 35 in Nimbarka’s commentary into two separate sütras; while 
Rémanuja and Srikantha divide sūtra 11 in Nimbarka’s commentary 


into two separate sütras. 


SECOND CHAPTER (Adhyàya) 
SECOND QUARTER (Pada) 


Adhikarana 1: The section entitled “the im- 
possibility of arrangement". (Sütras 1—10) 


SÜTRA 1 


“AND ON ACCOUNT OF THE IMPOSSIBILITY OF ARRANGEMENT 
ALSO, NOT THE INFERENCE.”’ 


Vedànta-pàrijáta -saurabha 


Pradhàna, knowable through inference ! is not the cause of the 
world. Why?  ''On account also of the impossibility” of a varied 
“arrangement” from it, not acquainted with the arrangement of the 
objects to be created. 

Vedanta-kaustubha 


Thus, with a view to inducing those who desire for salvation to 
the hearing, thinking and the like of the nature, attributes and the 
rest of the Supreme Person, it has been firmly established above by 
the reverend author of the aphorisms that Lord Vasudeva, the Highest 
Person, omnipotent, the Lord of all, and the Supreme Person, is the 
cause of the origin and the rest of the world; and that the views of the 
opponents arise not supported by Scripture has been shown under 
the aphorism: ‘‘ Because (the creator of the world) sees, (pradhàna is) 
not (the creator), (it is) non-scriptural’’ (Br. Si. 1.1.5). Now, with a 
view to establishing the acceptability of the conclusion of the Vedàn- 
tins, the reverend author of the aphorisms is exposing, in this section, 
the fallaciousness of the arguments put forward by the opponents. 
It is not to be said that those who desire for release being benefitted 
through a mere exposition of the conclusion of the Vedàntins, what 
is the use of villifying the views of the opponents? Since just as 
when a man, giving up the most beneficial food, is about to take 
injurious poison and the like, people try to induce him to food and to 
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1 See footnote 1, p. 42 of the book. 
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dissuade him from poison, eto. by pointing out the unwholesomeness of 
the latter, so the villification of the view of the opponents is justifiable 
for the purpose of preventing people from accepting the views which 
are opposed to the Veda, and for inducing those desiring for emanci- 
pation to our own view. 

Now, the Sàmkhyas, discarding the Highest Person, omnipotent 
and omniscient, as the cause of the origin and the rest of the world, 
hold prakrti, devoid of any connection with Him, non-sentient and 
the equilibrium of the three gunas, to be the cause of the world. This 
has been said in the treatise treating of the sixty (categories) 1: 
“The primary prakrti (i.e. matter) is not an effect. There are seven, 
beginning with mahat, which are (both) causes and effects. There are 
sixteen which are effects (only). 'Purusa (i.e. soul) is neither a cause, 
nor an effect’ (Sam. Ka. 32). They state the five reasons for the 
existence of prakrti thus: The cause is pradhana, ‘(1) on account of 
the transformation of the divisions 3; (2) on account of concordance *; 
(3) on account of the activity preceding from power 5; (4) on account 
of the distinction between the cause and the effect 9; (5) on account 
of the non-distinction of what is possessed of all form’ (Sàm. Ka. 
157). The word 'Vai$va-rüpa' means the same as 'Vi$va-rüpa' or 
what is possessed of all forms, i.e. the universe of varied configurations. 
Whatever is limited is due to a common cause, like pots and the rest. 


1 Peculiar to the Sdmkhyae. 2 Pp. 4, 
3 T.e. on account of the limitedness (parindma) of the effecta (bheda) like 
mahat and the rest. Thus: Whatever is limited has a cause, like the pot. 
The effects are limited. 
^. they have a cause, viz. pradhdna. 
I.e. all the effects possess the common qualities cf pleasure (sativa), pain 
(rajas) and delusion (tamas). Hence they must have a common cause which 
possesses all these qualities, viz. pradhdna. 

4 I.e. the cause can give rise to the effect only if it has the requisite power. 
Now pradhána alone has the power to give rise to mahat and the rest. 

5 The difference of the effect from the cause proves the existence of the 
cause. Thus, the difference of the pot from a lump of clay, viz. the first can 
fetch water, the second not—proves that the pot has clay for ita common cause. 
Similarly, from the mahat and the rest we argue to pradhána, different from them. 

6 I.e. the whole universe merges in a common cause during dissolution, 
and such a cause is pradhána. Vide Candrikd-vydkhyd of Sam. Kā., pp. 18-19; 
also Gaudapdda-bhdgya on same, pp. 13-14. 

7 P. 18. 
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Similarly, a mahat and ahamkara, the five pure essences, the eleven 
sense-organs, and the five great elements which are limited are 'divi- 
sions’; they are due to one cause which is unlimited in space and time 
and the common substratum of three gunas.! Whatever is observed 
to be connected with something else, is due to that one cause; as 
dishes and the rest, connected with the clay, are due to it. Similarly, 
the external and internal divisions, connected with pleasures (sattva), 
pain (rajas) and delusion (tamas) should properly be due to a common 
cause consisting in pleasure, pain and delusion.? Similarly, just as 
there is the origin of pots and the like from the power of the cause, 
so the origin of the effects like mahat and the rest, too, must be held 
to be due to the power of the cause. This being so, the cause, possessed 
of such a power, is pradhàna.3 Moreover, it is observed that there 
is & distinction betweeen the effects, like ear-rings and the rest, and 
the cause, similar to them, such as gold and the rest, as well as a non- 
distinction. Similarly, there is both distinction and non-distinction 
on the part of the manifold universe. Through these two, a cause, 
viz. the unmanifest which is the substratum of all beings and consists 
of the three gunas in a state of equilibrium, is inferred. 

On this suggestion, the author replies: “The inference", i.e. 
what is inferred, viz. pradhana, not having Brahman as its common 
cause, is not the cause of the world. Why? “On account of the 
impossibility- of arrangement," i.e. because it is impossible that the 
arrangement of the world,—variegated by the aggregate of manifold 
objects of enjoyment, conforming to the diverse works of the souls, — 
can arise from pradhàna, not having Brahman for its cause, an object 
of inference, non-sentient and devoid of any knowledge of the ob- 
jects to be created; as we see in ordinary life that the arrangement 
of manifold and variegated palaces, chariots, ornaments and the rest 
is due to one who is possessed of the knowledge of the objects to be 
created. 

The particle “and” (in the sütra) indicates that the reasons, 
intended for proving the existence of pradhana, can very well be set 
aside by valid opposite arguments, since the following inference 


(DE) Ce NT E: 


1 This explains the first reason. 

2 This explains the second reason. 

3 This explains the third reason. 

* This explains the fourth and the fifth reasons. 
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establishes the non-validity of the object established (by the Simkhya, 
viz. pradhàna ):— 

Pradhàna as admitted by the Sámkhyas and not having Brah- 
man for its soul, is non-existent; 

because it is not perceived. 

Whatever is this (i.e. not perceived) is that (i.e. non-existent); 

like the sky-flower. 

Whatever is not this (i.e. not non-perceived) is not that (i.e. 
not non-existent); 

like the sun. 

COMPARISON 


Ràmánuja and Srikantha 


They take this and the next sütra as one sütra. 


SÜTRA 2 


“AND ON ACCOUNT OF ACTIVITY." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


And on account of the impossibility of spontaneous activity 
(on its part), not the inference (i.e. the inferrible pradhàna). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The phrase beginning with ‘on account of impossibility’ is to 
be supplied here. And because activity,—viz. spontaneous falling 
away from the state of the equilibrium of the three gunas,—is 
impossible on the part of pradhina which is non-sentient and an 
object of inference. Thus, pradhina, knowable through inference, 
is not the cause of the world, since it is observed in ordinary life that 
non-sentient objects like chariots and the rest, are moved to action 
only when superintended by conscious beings. 
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SOTRA 3 


"AND IF IT BE ARGUED THAT (PRADHANA ACTS SPONTANEOUSLY) 
LIKE MILK AND WATER, (WE REPLY:) THERE TOO (LORD IS THE 
INCITER)." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If it be argued that like milk, etc. pradhana acts for the origin 
and the rest of the world by itself, (we reply:) that “there too” 
the Supreme Being is the inciter is learnt from the scriptural text: 
“Who abiding within water" (Brh. 3.7.41). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be argued: How can it be said that on account of the im- 
possibility of spontaneous activity on its part the non-sentient pra- 
dhàna is not the cause of the world? Just as milk, though non- 
sentient, is by itself transformed into the form of sour milk, and flows 
spontaneously for the nourishment of the calf; and just as water 
discharged from the cloud is transformed into the form of various 
saps of the earth, as well as into the forms of ice, bubble and the rest, 
and pours down spontaneously for the growth of plants and the rest, 
as well as flows on, so exactly pradhàna too, independent of a sen- 
tient being, having entered into a state of mutual inequality of the 
gunas, is transformed into many forms,— 

We reply: “There too". That is, in the case of milk and the 
rest too, no activity is possible independently of a Sentient being. 
On the contrary, milk and the rest attain the form of sour milk and 
so on only when superintended by a sentient being. It is the cow 
herself, fond of her calf, that makes the milk flow out of filial affection, 
and being liquid the milk oozes out. If it be argued that even when 
the calf is dead, the presence of the milk is observed, and hence to say 
that it is the cow that makes the milk flow out of filial affection does 
not stand to reason,—(we reply:) there is the flow of the milk then by 
reason of her remembrance of the calf, or else it is explicable on the 
ground of her love for her master.? 


—PPAA——————— a 


1 §, R, Bh. 
3 I.e. the cow gives milk even when the calf is dead because she still remem- 
bere the calf, or because she loves her master and wants to be of benefit to him. 
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Water, too, comes to have the form of ice, bubble and the rest 
only when superintended by a conscious being; appears to be of the 
form of various saps through its contact with the earth; and flows on 
as dependent on a low ground 1 and on account of being liquid. Every- 
thing being superintended by a sentient being, the above examples 
all fit in, in accordance with the scriptural texts: ‘Who abiding within 
water’ (Brh. 3.7.4), '* At the command of this Imperishable, Gárgi, 
some rivers flow to the east” ' (Brh. 3.8.9) and so on. Hence the in- 
ference (i.e. the inferrible pradhàna) is not the cause of the world. 


SÜTRA 4 


“AND ON ACCOUNT OF THE NON-EXISTENOE OF A SEPARATE (AC- 
CESSORY), (PRADHANA IS NOT THE CAUSE), ON ACCOUNT OF NON- 
DEPENDENCE." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Pradhàna, not superintended by an intelligent principle, is not 
the cause of the world. Why? “On account of the non-existence” 
of an accessory other than it, since according to you it does not de- 
pend on anything else. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


For this reason, too, the cause of the world is not the inference 
(i.e. the inferrible pradhina). Why? “On account of the non- 
existence of what is different." That is, if pradhàna,—which is not 
superintended by an intelligent principle, but is independent, non- 
sentient and an object of inference,—be the cause of the world, there 
will be activity on its part at all times, and this being so, there would 
not be, at any time, what is different from activity, i.e. inactivity on 
its part.? 

Or (an alternative explanation), the sense is: On account of the 
absence of an object to be instigated or of an instigator other than 
pradhina. The reason for this, again, is: “on account of non-depen- 
dence”, i.e. according to your view, as the creator of the world, 


—— 


1 I.e. thé flowing of the water depends on ite being on a sloping ground. 
2 I.e. there would be eternal creation and no dissolution. 
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pradhàna does not depend on an accessory. It cannot be said also 
that the variegated works are the instigator of pradhüna,— because 
works will then become the cause of the world, because the inde- 
pendence of pradh&na in creating the world will be set aside, and, finally, 
because this is impossible. Works, on the other hand, are not able 
to give even fruits like merit or demerit, pleasure or pain; their agent, 
too, does not obtain the fruit by himself. Hence, how can those works, 
performed by the individual souls who are vitiated by their contact 
with prakrti or matter, be able to instigate pradhàna ? The fact is that 
the works bear fruits through the wish of the Lord, and thus their 
agent obtains fruits, as declared by the Lord Himself: ' “Pleasure, 
pain, existence, non-existence, fear and absence of fear, non-violence, 
equanimity, contentment, penance, charity, fame and absence of 
fame,—the various states of beings arise from me alone’’’ (Gita 10. 
4a-56). Itis not to be said that pradhàna acts through its proximity 
to purusa,—for its proximity to purusa being eternal, its activity, too, 
must be eternal. This will be made clear in details under the 
aphorism: “As in the case of a man and stone" (Br. Sü. 2.2.7). 


COMPARISON 
Ràmànuja and Srikantha 


This is sütra 3 in their commentaries. Their explanation is 
similar to the first explanation given by Srinivasa, viz.: “Because 
of the non-existence of what is different (from creation, viz. dis- 
solution), on account of (its) non-dependence (to anything else), 
(pradhána is not the cause of the world)’’.! 


SUTRA 5 


* AND ON ACCOUNT OF THE NON-EXISTENCE ELSEWHERE, NOT LIKE 
GRASS AND THE REST." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Since there is no transformation of the grass and the rest, eaten 
by an ox, into the form of milk, it cannot be said that just as the grass 


1 Śri, B. 2.2.3, p. 74, Part 2; SK. B. 2.2.3, pp. 57-58, Parts 7 and 8. 
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and the rest, eaten by cows, etc. become milk by themselves, so the 
unmanifest, too, is transformed into the form of mahat and the rest. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be objected: Just as grass, water, etc. are transformed into 
the form of milk, so the unmanifest is transformed into the form of 
mahat and the rest, independently indeed of another efficient cause, 
—the author replies: “No”. This cannot be said. Why? “On ac- 
count of the non-existence elsewhere,” i.e. because “‘elsewhere’’, or 
in the case of oxen and the rest, other than that of cows, etc. there 
is no transformation of the grass, water and so on, eaten by them, 
into the form of milk. The particle “and’’ implies that since the 
transformation of the grass, etc., eaten by cows, into the form of milk 
is admitted to be due to an intelligent principle, likewise pradhàna, too, 
is transformed into the form of mahat and the rest as superintended 
by an intelligent principle alone, and not by itself. 


COMPARISON 
Ramanuja and Srikantha 


They change the order of the sütras 5-9 which will be noticed at 
the end of siitra 9. Interpretation same. 


SUTRA 6 


“EVEN IF THERE BE THE ADMISSION (OF ACTIVITY ON THE PART 
OF PRADHANA, STILL THEN IT CANNOT BE THE CAUSE), ON ACCOUNT 
OF THE ABSENCE OF A PURPOSE." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


* Even if there be the admission”’ of activity on the part of 
pradhána somehow or other, still pradhána cannot be the cause, 
since a purpose for such an activity is impossible on its part, it 


being non-sentient. 
Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been said under the aphorism: “And on account of acti- 
vity" (Br. Si. 2.2.2) that pradhàna has no power of independent 
activity, and hence is not the cause of the world. Now the author 
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points out here that “even if there be the admission of activity on 
its part per force !, still then pradhàna is not capable of being the cause. 
Why? “On account of the absence of a purpose," that is, because 
there is no purpose for the creation of the world, seeing that the souls, 
merged in their own bliss, prior to creation, have no regard for en- 
joyment or emancipation; while pradhana, being non-sentient, is 
not capable of having enjoyment and the rest. It cannot be said: 
What purpose can the Highest Person, who has all His desires ful- 
filled, have in creating the world ?—8since that has already been pointed 
out under the aphorism: “But as in ordinary life, a mere sport" 
(Br. Si. 2.1.32). 

Or (an alternative explanation of the phrase: “arthabhavat”’ :) 
the sense is: On account of the absurdity of the statement, made per 
force (and not on the ground of reason), viz. ‘ Pradhana acts by itself’, 
just like the statement: ‘ The ether is running’. 


COMPARISON 
Ramanuja and Srikantha 


They change the order of siitras, which will be noticed at the end 
of sütra 9. 


SOTRA 7 


“F If BE ARGUED: AS IN THE OASE OF A MAN AND STONE, 
(WE REPLY:) THEN ALSO." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If it be argued that just as a blind man makes a lame man move, 
or the stone (i.e. the magnet) the iron, so does purusa move pradhàna, 
—(we reply:) in that case, the assumption of the non-activity (of 
puruga) will be contradicted, and pradhana being something to be 
instigated by another will cease to be the primary cause of the world. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be argued: just as a lame man,—who has the power of vision, 
but is devoid of the power of motion,—lost accidentally from his caravan 


cP 


eed 


1 I.e. somehow or other. 
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and wishing to go to a desired place, on finding a blind man,—who has 
the power of motion, but is devoid of the power of vision,—makes 
him move by mounting on him; and just as the magnet makes the iron 
move, 80 exactly, though devoid of the power of action, the soul, 
possessed of the power of vision, makes pradhàna, devoid of the power 
of vision, move by its mere proximity. Hence, in spite of the non- 
sentience of pradhàna, the activities of creation and the rest, are possible 
on its part, —the answer is: “Then also”, i.e. even on the ground of such 
examples, no activity is possible on the part of the object exemplified, 
viz. pradhàna. Thus, if puruga be admitted to be the mover of 
pradhàna, then the initial proposition, viz. that purusa is not an 
agent, will come to be contradicted. If pradhana be an object to 
be moved by puruga, then the initial proposition, viz. that pradhána 
is by itself the cause of the world, will come to be contradicted. 
Although the power of motion is not manifest in a lame man, he being 
without legs, yet he directs the man, who has the power of motion, 
by means of speech. And the so-directed man, though not having the 
power of vision manifest because of his blindness, yet being a sentient 
being, moves in accordance with his (viz. the lame man's) words. 
The stone (viz. the magnet), on the other hand, moves the iron 
(only) when brought into connection with it by a man, and the iron 
does not move by nature. Moreover, it has been said under the 
aphorism: “If it be argued: like milk and water, there too” (Br. 
Sü. 2.2.3), that everywhere and at all times the Omnipotent and 
Omniscient Being abides as the mover of all. Further, the proximity 
of puruga and prakrti being eternal, there was no absence of such a 
proximity before. Hence the order of creation and dissolution, as well 
as the respective difference between bondage and release,—due to 
the proximity of prakrti and purusa—, are not possible; and there 
must result eternal activity and absence of dissolution. In the case 
in hand, on the contrary, there is no defect whatsoever, since it has 
been said that: "And that (divinity) is endowed with all (powers) "' 
(Br. Si. 2.1.29). 
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“AND ON ACCOUNT OF THE IMPOSSIBILITY OF BEING PREPON- 
DERANT."' 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


As it is impossible for the gunas, which are in a state of equi- 
librium at the time of dissolution, to enter in a relation of mutual 
subordination and preponderance, so the inference (i.e. the infer- 
rible pradhàna) is not the cause of the world. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


For this reason also the inference (i.e. the inferrible pradhàna) 
is not the cause of the world. Why?  ' On account of the impossi- 
bility of being preponderant.” Thus, is pradhána,—consisting of the 
three gunas in a state of equilibrium, not regulated by an intelligent 
principle and established by inference as admitted by you,—trans- 
formed into the form of the world by means of entering into a state of 
mutual subordination and preponderance (of the gunas), or inde- 
pendently of any such state? If the first, then the preponderance of 
one among (these three gunas) sattva, rajas and tamas, which are 
in a state of equilibrium prior to creation and are mutually inde- 
pendent, being impossible, it is not possible for pradhina to be the 
cause of the world. If the second, then pradhüna, consisting of the 
three guņas in a state of equilibrium and immutable, is not trans- 
formed into the form of the world all the more,—there being no state 
of inequality consisting in & mutual subordination and preponder- 
anoe (of the gunas). 

It cannot be said also that at the time of creation there is a lapse 
from the state of equilibrium and the guyas entering into a state of 
mutual subordination and preponderance, thereby the world arises,— 
for this leads to the horns of a dilemma. Thus, is it admitted by you 
that the lapse from the state of equilibrium, at that time, is sponta- 
neous; or that it is due to the Omniscient Being! The first alter- 
native is not valid because of the impossibility of a spontaneous lapse 
without & cause, and also because of the following inference: 

Whatever has a cause has lapse, 
like seeds and the rest. 

Whatever has no cause has no lapse, 
like the soul. 
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The second alternative, too, is not valid, because that is not 
admitted and because that will be falling in with the view of your 
opponents. 


SÜTRA 9 


“ÅND IF THERE BE AN INFERENCE IN ANOTHER WAY, (PRADHANA 
CANNOT STILL BE THE CAUSE) ON ACCOUNT OF THE ABSENCE OF 
THE POWER OF BEING A KNOWER.”’ 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


* And if there be an inference" with regard to pradhàna “in 
another way ”’, still then ** on account of the absence of the power of 
being a knower ” on the part of pradhàna, the world is not due to it. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Just as there may be the origin of effects, preceded by (pradhana’s) 
entering into a state of mutual subordination and preponderance 
in a way other than the stated, so if an inference be made with regard 
to pradhàna, still then “on account of the absence of the power of 
being a knower”’, i.e. on account of pradhàna being devoid of the power 
of being a knower, the objections, viz. impossibility of arrangement 
and the rest, mentioned above, must remain in force. Hence the 
inference (i.e. the inferrible pradhàna) is not the cause of the world. 


COMPARISON 


Ramanuja and Srikantha 


Interpretation same, but they read sütras 5-9 in a different order. 
Thus :— 


Nimbarka, etc. Rémanuja, etc. 
“Anyatra-bhivac ca . .” (Si. 5). "Anyatra-bhàvàc ca. ." 
(Sù. 4). 
“Abhyupagame . .” (Si. 6). "*Purusà$mavat. .” (Si. 5). 
‘“Purusdémavat. ." (Sù. 7). “Angitva. .” (Si. 6). 
"Angitva. ." (Si. 8). “Anyathanumitau. .” (Si. 7). 


" Anyathànumitau. ." (Si. 9). " Abhyupagame. .’’ (Si. 8). 
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SÜTRA 10 


“ AND ON ACCOUNT OF CONTRADICTION, (THE SAMKHYA DOOTRINE 
IS) INCONSISTENT.” 


Vedanta -parijata-saurabha 


The view of Kapila is “inconsistent’’, because of the opposition 
between its prior and subsequent (statements). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The view of Kapila is "inconsistent" in every way. Why? 
Because of its opposition to the Vedànta,—that is, the Vedantas, 
independent of all proofs, authoritative by themselves and eternally 
established, establish the omniscient and omnipotent Lord of all as 
the cause of the origin and the rest of the world, and the admission 
of the doctrine of a non-sentient cause is opposed to this, —because 
of that ;—because of the rejection of a doctrine based on mere reasoning 
in the passage: ‘This knowledge is not attainable through reasoning’ 
(Katha 2.9); and because of the opposition between its prior and 
subsequent (statements). Thus, they hold that purusa (or the soul) 
is all-pervading, devoid of attributes, mere consciousness, isolated 
(from prakrti) by nature, non-attached like a lotus leaf 1 and inactive. 
Then again, they maintain also that prakrti is an agent through its 
mere proximity to purusa; and that through the super-imposition of 
nescience that very same (purusa) comes to have the attributes of 
‘being an agent’, ‘being an enjoyer’ and so on, to be afflicted by the 
three kinds of miseries,2 and to be subject to transmigratory 
existence. Again, they teach that the salvation of purusa proceeds 
from the knowledge of prakrti and purusa. Thus, a multitude of 
inconsistencies between prior and subsequent (statements) may be 
found there. 

In the case under discussion, on the other hand, since in accordance 
with the Smrti passages: ' '''The evil-doers, the deluded, and the vilest 
men do not attain me,—they whose wisdom is destroyed by nescience 
and who have resorted to demoniacal nature” ' (Gità 7.15), 'Know- 
ledge is enveloped by non-knowledge; thereby beings are deluded’ 


—— rr ind 


1 I.e. just as a lotus leaf is not wetted by water, so the soul is not attached 
to anything. 
3 Viz. physical, mental and elemental. 
22 
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(Gità 5.15.), ‘‘‘ At the end of many births, one who is possessed of 
knowledge attains me”’ (Gita 7.19), ''' Those who attain me cross 
over this miyai”’ (Gttà 7.14), '"Many, purified by the penance of 
knowledge come to attain my nature"' (Gità 4.10), the causes of 
bondage, as well as of salvation,—liberating the bound soul from its 
bondage, unprecedented, and characterized by the attainment of 
His nature,—is well-established, there is not even a shadow of any 
contradiction among prior and subsequent (statements). Hence 
it is established that there is no contradiction of the concordance of 
the scriptural texts (with regard to Brahman) by the view of Kapila, 
which is opposed to the Veda and is set forward by means of fallacious 
reasoning. 


Here ends the section entitled “The impossibility of arrange- 
ment ” (1). 


COMPARISON 


While Nimbürka adduces two reasons as to why the Sámkhya 
doctrine is ‘inconsistent’, viz. (1) oppositon to the Vedanta, (2) 
internal contradictions,—others adduce only one, viz. Samkara, 
Rémanuja, Srikantha and Baladeva adduce the second,! Bhaskara 
adduces the first.2 Hence they do not attach any special meaning 
to the particle “ca” in the sūtra. 


Adhikarana 2: The section entitled "The great 
and the long". (Sütras 11-17) 


SOTRA 11 
“FOR, JUST AS THE (ORIGIN) OF THE GREAT AND THE LONG FROM 


THE SHORT AND THE SPHERICAL (IS UNTENABLE) (SO EVERYTHING 
IS UNTENABLE IN THE VAISESIKA THEORY)." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Since if they be possessed of parts, then there will result an 
infinite regress; and if without parts, then it will be impossible for them 


1 &.B. 2.2.10, p. 613; Sri. B. 2.2.9, pp. 78 ff., Part 2; SK. B. 2.2.9, p. 61, 
Parts 7 and 8; G.B. 2.2.10, p. 96, Chap. 2. 
3 Bh. B., 2.2.10, p. 112. 
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to be the producer of other evolutes !,—there is inconsistency in 
the origin of the binary compounds from the atoms; and there is all 
the more inconsistency in the origin of ternary compounds from these 
(binary compounds). Like this, everything admitted by the main- 
tainers of the atomic view is inconsistent. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Apprehending the objection, viz.: Let pradhàna, not superin- 
tended by an intelligent principle, be not the cause of the world; 
but let the groups of atoms, under the control of the wish of the 
Supreme Lord, be the cause of the world,—the author is now pointing 
out the inconsistencies in the atomic doctrine as well. 

The procedure of the atomists is the following: A substance 
produces another substance, a quality another quality; and the pro- 
duction of the effect proceeds from three causes, viz. the inherent, 
the non-inherent and efficient 2; just as an effect, viz. a piece of cloth, is 
produced by the threads which are the inherent cause, by their mutual 
conjunction which is the non-inherent cause, and by the shuttle, the 
loom, the weaver and the rest, which are the efficient cause. Like- 
wise, there are four kinds of atoms, distinguished as earth-atoms, 
water-atoms, fire-atoms and air-atoms; and they are eternal, without 
parts, possessed of colour and the rest, and spherical in extension, 
and remain without producing effects at the time of dissolution. 
At the time of creation, the atoms become the inherent cause for the 
production of the effect (viz. the world), their conjunction, the non- 
inherent cause, and the unseen principle 3 the efficient cause. Thus, 
through the wish of the Lord, first motion arises in the air-atoms, then 
a conjunction (between them) and thereby an effect, viz. a binary 
compound, arises from two atoms; a ternary compound arises from 
three binary compounds; a quaternary compound arises from four 
ternary compounds, and so on; and through this process, finally, the 
great air arises and remains trembling in space. In the very same 
manner, fire arises from the fire-atoms and remains shining in the 
form of earthly fire and so on. In the very same manner, the great 


1 C.B.8. ed. reads “parunadna” instead of “parindma”’, p. 31. 
2 Samavdyin, asamaváyin, nimitta. 
3 I.e. the merit or demerit attaching to a man's conduct in one state of 


existence and the corresponding reward or punishment with which he is visited 
in another. 
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ocean arises from the water-atoms and remains flowing. In the very 
same manner, the great earth arises from the earth-atoms and remains 
immobile in the form of clay, stones and the rest. Again, the qualities 
of the effects arise from the qualities of the cause. Just as the qualities 
of a piece of cloth arise from the qualities of the thread,—a red cloth 
being found to arise from red threads,—so the qualities of whiteness 
and the like, inhering in the binary compounds and the rest, arise 
from the qualities of whiteness, etc. inhering in the atoms. But 
the combination of two simple atoms, producing a binary compound, 
produces different measures, viz. minuteness and shortness, in the 
binary compound, but do not produce sphericity, the measure of the 
simple atoms themselves,—because, then, there will result an intense 
fineness (on the part of the binary compound which it has not). 
Similarly, at the time of dissolution, too, through the wish of the 
Lord, there is motion in the atoms, thereby the dissolution of their 
conjunction, thereby the dissolution of the binary compounds and so 
on, and in this manner, finally, there is the dissolution of the earth 
and the rest. 

This view is being refuted here. The particle “or” in the aphorism 
is meant for implying the aggregate (of defects in the atomic doctrine) 
left unsaid. The word ‘inconsistent’ is to be supplied from above. 
The phrase: “from the short and the spherical" is to be applied by 
dividing it in a compatible manner. This being so, like the doctrine 
of the origin of a short binary compound from two simple spherical 
atoms, and like the doctrine of the origin of the great and long ternary 
compounds from the short (binary compounds), everything else too, 
maintained by them (viz. the atomists), is inconsistent—this is the 
construction of the words of the aphorism. 

The sense is this: The origin of binary compounds from atoms 
is impossible. That being impossible, the origin of the ternary com- 
pounds from the binary compounds is all the more impossible. In 
exactly the same manner, whatever is maintained by the atomists 
is simply inconsistent. Thus, it is observed that the parts, viz. the 
threads and the rest, produce a whole, viz. a piece of cloth, only by 
being conjoined (with one another) by means of their six sides which 
are their own parts. An atom, too, is established to have six parts 
through its connection with the six quarters. As has been said: 
‘An atom has six parts because of its simultaneous connection with the 
six (quarters)’. Hence, even the atoms must be productive of effects 
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as possessed of parts indeed. If they be so, then they themselves 
will become effects like the binary compounds because of possessing 
parts. And the parts of the atoms too,—conjoined (with one another) 
by means of their six sides which are their own parts, and establishing 
that the atoms have parts,—must have parts; that parts, again, 
further parts and so on, and thus there must be an infinite regress. 
If the atoms be admitted to be without parts, then if there be the 
conjunction of even a hundred atoms which fill no space, there will 
not be any extension different from that of a single atom, and hence 
there will never be (different kinds of extensions like) minuteness, 
shortness and the rest. Thus, the origin of the binary compounds 
is impossible; in their absence, the origin of the ternary compounds 
is impossible; and hence the origin of the world must be impossible. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


Interpretation different. They take this sütra as constituting 
an adhikarana by itself, concerned with refuting the Vaisegika objec- 
tion, viz. that the qualities of the cause must inhere in the effect. 
Hence if the intelligent Brahman be the cause of the world, then 
the quality of intelligence must be found in the world. But since this 
is not the case, He is not its cause.! The answer is: Or just as (there 
is the origin of) big and long (ternary compounds) from minute and 
short (binary compounds) so there is the origin of the non-intelligent 
world from the intelligent Brahman.? 


SÜTRA 12 


“EVEN IN BOTH WAYS THERE IS NO ACTION (ON THE PART OF THE 
ATOMS), HENCE THERE IS THE ABSENCE OF THAT (VIZ. OREATION)."' 


Vedànta-pàrijáta-saurabha 


Because it is impossible for the unseen principle to inhere in the 
atoms, as well as because it is impossible for it, connected with the 


1 Note that an exactly similar objection has been put forward and refuted 
under Br. St. 2.1.4-11. Hence there is no sense in repeating it here. As such 
Nimbdrka’s way of interpreting seems preferable. 

3 §.B. 2.2.11, pp. 518-19; Bh. B. 2.2.11, pp. 118-14. 
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soul, to be the instigator of the motion of the atoms,—thus “even in 
both ways” the first motion of the atoms is not possible. ‘‘Hence 
there is the absence”’ of the creation of the world through the successive 
order of binary compounds and the rest, due to conjunction, which 
again is due to the motion of the atoms. 


Vedánta-kaustubha 


The author is elucidating the statement (made in the last aphorism), 
viz. Like the (origin of) the great and the long, everything else, too, 
maintained by them, is inconsistent. 

“Even in both ways", no motion is possible in the atoms at the 
time of creation. “Hence”, i.e. for this reason, viz. on account of 
the impossibility of motion, “there is the absence of that”, i.e. of the 
origin and the rest of the world through the successive order of binary 
compounds, ternary compounds and so on, due to the conjunction 
of atoms. The phrase: “in both ways’’ means: Does the first motion 
(of the atoms) arise by itself, or through the atoms? The first alter- 
native is not tenable, being impossible. Never does motion, arising 
by itself, proceed to bring water in a pitcher. It cannot be said 
also that it arises through a cause, because at that time (i.e. at the 
time of creation) there exist no human effort, vibration, impact and 
the rest (which might have been such a cause). The second alter- 
native, too, is not tenable, because then the atoms must become 
sentient, it being impossible for non-sentient atoms to be the instigator 
of motion. In the building of a palace and the like, the stones and the 
rest do not themselves act in conjunction with other works (connected 
with the building). 

Or 1, (if it be said that) the motion which arises in the atoms at 
that time is caused by the unseen principle, (we reply): There is 
negation of motion “in either way". Thus, does the unseen principle 
which causes the motion of the atoms inhere in the atoms, or in the 
individual soul? The first alternative is not tenable, because the 
unseen principle, being originated by the good and evil deeds of the 
individual souls, cannot reside in something non-sentient; because 
being non-sentient, it is not possible for the unforeseen principle to 
be the cause of motion; because the performance of good and evil 


1 An alternative explanation of the word “ Ubhayathá ". 
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deeds being impossible on the part of atoms, the unseen principle 
must be necessarily admitted to be natural (to them), and in that case 
there will result the origin of motion at all times. The second alter- 
native, too, is not tenable, because it is all the more impossible for 
the unseen principle, inhering in the individual soul, to urge the 
motion of the non-sentient (atoms). Thus, there is no motion “even 
in both ways". 

“Or 1 else no motion is possible, whether it be due to the individual 
soul, or due to the Lord. Thus, does the individual soul give rise to 
the first motion through its own destiny (adrsta), or through its proxi- 
mity, or through its attribute of consciousness? Not the first, because 
of the above-mentioned fault. Not through its proximity also, 
because the proximity of the individual soul to the atoms being eternal, 
the consequence will be that it will ever give rise to the world. Nor 
even through consciousness, because of the absence of consciousness 
then. And motion does not proceed from the Lord as well. Is the 
Lord, according to your view, designated in the Veda or established 
by inference and the rest? If it be said: Designated in the Veda, 
then have faith in the procedure mentioned by Scripture thus: ' Every- 
thing has that for its soul’ (Chand. 0.8.7, etc.), ‘He became existence 
and that' (Tait. 2.0), and being overwhelmed with the sentiment 
of love for Him, be free from affliction,—what is the use of your 
doctrine of atoms? If it be said: Established through inference and 
the rest, —(we reply:) that it (viz. inference) is not even established 
has been proved above.? 


SÜTRA 13 


“(Tur VAISESIKA DOOTRINE IS UNTENABLE) ALSO ON ACCOUNT 

OF THE ADMISSION OF THE RELATION OF INHERENOE, ON ACCOUNT 

OF AN INFINITE REGRESS (ARISING THEREFROM) BECAUSE OF 

SAMENESS.” 

Vedānta-pārijāta-saurabha 

“On account also of the admission of the relation of inherence," 
the doctrine of atoms is not possible, since just as a binary compound 
is connected with its own cause by the relation of inherence, being 


mm RENEE a ON mna 


1 A third alternative explanation of the word “ Ubhayathā”. 
2 Vide V.K. 1.1.3. 
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absolutely different therefrom, so the relation of inherence itself, too, 
is to be connected with the two related objects by another relation 
of inherence, its absolute difference (from the two related objects) 
being the same; that, too, by another relation, and so on—thus there 
will be an infinite regress. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The phrase: ‘on account of the absence of that’ is to be supplied. 

For this reason also, the origin and the rest of the world in the 
successive order of the creation of binary compounds and the rest, 
due to the conjunction of the atoms is not possible. Why? “On 
account of the admission of the relation of inherence." Among 
separable objects, there is a relation of conjunction,! as between a 
rope and a pot. Among inseparable objects, on the other hand, 
there is a relation of inherence,? just as a piece of cloth exists in 
the threads by the relation of inherence, a pot in the two pot-sherds, 
cowness in a cow and whiteness and the rest in a piece of cloth. The 
relation, between objects which are causes and effects is just this 
relation of inherence; and this relation is proclaimed to be one, eternal, 
and all-pervading like the ether ;—on account of the admission of such 
a relation of inherence—this is the sense. 

If it be asked: What objection is there if such a relation of in- 
herence be admitted ?—(the author) replies: “On account of an 
infinite regress because of sameness". That is, just as a binary 
compound, absolutely different from its inherent cause (viz. the 
two simple atoms), necessarily awaits a relation of inherence (for 
being connected with them), so the relation of inherence itself, being 
absolutely different from the two related objects, is to be connected 
with them by means of another relation of inherence,—‘“‘ because of 
the sameness'' of absolute difference (i.e. because there is absolute 
difference equally in both the cases, also because what is itself unrelated 
is never observed to be a relation)—that, too, by another relation of 
inherence, and that, too, and so on; thus ‘‘on account of infinite 
regress’’, the atomic theory defeats itself. 


1 Samyoga. 2 Samavdya. 
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SOTRA 14 


“AND ON ACCOUNT OF THE EXISTENOE (OF) ETERNAL (ACTIVITY 
AND INACTIVITY) ALONE." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If the atoms be active by nature, there being the existence of 
(eternal) activity, there will result eternal creation; otherwise there 
will result eternal dissolution; and hence there is the absence of that 
(viz. creation). 

Vedanta-kaustubha 

For this, too, the atomic theory is untenable. Why? If the 
atoms be admitted to be active by nature, then there being eternal 
activity alone, there cannot be dissolution. If, they be admitted 
to be inactive by nature, there being eternal inactivity alone, the 
absence of creation will necessarily result—this is the sense. 


COMPARISON 
Raménuja, Srikantha and Baladeva 


This is sūtra 13 in the commentaries of the first two. Interpre- 
tation differont, viz. “(If the samaváya be admitted to be eternal, 
the terms related by it, viz. ternary compounds, etc., i.e. the world 
too must be) eternal indeed, on account of the existence (i.e. eternity 
of the samaviaya)’’.1 


SÜTRA 15 


* AND ON AOCOUNT OF (THE ATOMS) HAVING COLOUR AND SO ON, 
THE REVERSE (VIEW WOULD FOLLOW), BECAUSE OF OBSERVA- 
TION.” ; 
Vedànta-parijata -Saurabha 

And on account of the atoms having colour and the rest in accord- 
ance with the respective effects, there must be non-eternity, which is 
the “reverse”, of eternity, (on their part), since pots and the rest, 
possessed of colour and so on, are observed to be non-eternal. Other- 
wise, the effects must be devoid of colour, etc. 


1 Sri. B. 2.2.13, p. 86, Part 2; SK. B. 2.2.13, p. 75, Parts 7 and 8; G.B. 
2.2.14, p. 107, Chap. 2. 


[sC. 2. 2. 16. 
346 VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA ADH. 2.] 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Since the effects are possessed of colour, eto., the atoms, too, are 
admitted to be possessed of colour and so on.! Thus, since the four 
kinds of atoms are possessed of colour and so on, i.e. possessed of 
colour, taste, smell and touch,—non-eternity, the “reverse” of eternity, 
results, as pots and the rest, possessed of colour and so on, are found 
to be non-eternal. If they be not admitted to be possessed of colour 
and the like, then the fact that the effects are possessed of colour and 
so on will come to be contradicted, and the initial proposition: 'Pos- 
sessed of parts and eternal' too will come to be contradicted. For 
this reason too, there is the absence of that (viz. creation),—this is 
the meaning of the particle "and". The sense is that an unseen 
object cannot be determined in accordance with what is seen. Hence 


the cause of the world is to be understood in accordance with Serip- 
ture. 


SÜTRA 16 


* AND ON AOCOUNT OF FAULT IN BOTH WAYS." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If the atoms be possessed of more numerous qualities,? then the 
earth, water, fire and air will become similar. If they be possessed 
of less numerous qualities,’ then, too, all the different kinds of atoms 
being connected with one quality each, the earth and the rest too, 
having qualities corresponding to their causes, must be connected 
with one quality each,—this “on account of fault in both ways", 
there is indeed the absence of that (viz. creation). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


For this reason also, the procedure admitted by the atomists 
is not possible. Why? Because whether the atoms be admitted to 
be possessed of more numerous qualities, or to be possessed of less 
numerous qualities, “in both ways", too, there is fault. Since the 


1 An effect can have no qualities which the cause has not. 

2 I.e, every kind of atoms are possessed of the five qualities of colour and 
the rest. 

3 I.e. each be possessed of its peculiar qualities. 
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qualities of the effect are due to the qualities of the cause, all the 
qualities of the cause, such as colour, taste and the rest, must attach 
to all the effects. As a result, there must be smell and taste in fire; 
colour, taste and smell in air; and the grossness on the part of the atoms, 
since the earth, which has the most numerous qualities, is observed 
to be gross. If they be possessed of less numerous qualities, then 
all must have one quality each. If this be so, then there must be 
touch in fire; colour and touch in water; colour, touch and taste in 
earth, because, those particular qualities are absent from those 
particular atoms. Otherwise, there will result everything every- 
where. 

If it be argued: that the earth is observed to be possessed of 
colour, taste, smell and touch; water to be endowed with the attributes 
of colour, taste and touch; the fire to be possessed of colour and touch; 
and the air is to be possessed of touch. Corresponding to these qua- 
lities, some atoms are supposed to be possessed of more numerous 
qualities, others less numerous. Hence the above objection cannot 
be raised,— 

(We reply:) No; for in that case, too, those that have more 
numerous qualities will be deprived of their atomicity.! In the case 
in hand, on the other hand, there is no fault whatsoever, since the 
world has the omniscient and omnipotent Lord of all as its material 
cause. 


COMPARISON 
Ramanuja, Srikantha and Baladeva 


This is siitra 15 in the commentaries of the first two. 

Interpretation different—viz. an elucidation of the previous 
sūtra, viz. “Because there is fault in both ways", i.e. either if the 
atoms be possessed of colour, etc., or if they be not. On the first, 
they cannot be eternal; on the second, their effects cannot be pos- 
sessed of colour and the rest.? 


——— 


1 Since increase in qualities cannot take place unless there is a simultaneous 
inorease in size. 

2 Sri. B. 2.2.15, pp. 86-87, Part 2; SK. B. 2.2.15, p. 77, Parte 7 and 8; 
G.B. 2.2.16, p. 107, Chap. 2. 
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SUTRA 17 


“AND BECAUSE OF NON-ACOEPTANCE, (THERE MUST BE AN) 
ABSOLUTE DISREGARD (FOR THE ATOMIC THEORY)." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Because of the rejection of atomism by the wise, “an absolute 
disregard " for it is to be shown by those who are desirous of salvation. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Certain portions,—such as the doctrine of a pre-existent cause and 
the rest,—of the doctrine of the causality of pradhàna, though rejected 
on the ground of its opposition to Scripture and reasoning, has been 
accepted by those who are versed in the Veda. But “because of the 
non-acceptance ", i.e. rejection, by the wise, in toto, of the doctrine 
of the causality of the atoms, imagined by the Vaiéesikas; because of 
its opposition to reasoning; and because of its opposition to the Veda, 
“there is an absolute disregard ",—i.e. the doctrine of the causality 
of atoms is to be disregarded by those who wish for the highest. 

Hence it is established that there is no contradiction of the 
doctrine of the causality of Brahman by the doctrine of the causality 
of atoms which is to be rejected from a distance. 


Here ends the section entitled “The great and the long" (2). 


Adhikarana 3: The section entitled “The 
aggregate". (Sütras 18-27) 


SÜTRA 18 


"EVEN IF THE AGGREGATE HAVING TWO CAUSES (BE ADMITTED), 
(THERE IS) THE NON-ESTABLISHMENT OF THAT (VIZ. OF THE 
AGGREGATES). ” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The author is refuting the view of Sugata.1 


Even if the aggregates of the element and the elemental, the 
mind and the mental be admitted, still then, on account of the non- 


1 I.e. of the Buddhists. 


[sC. 2. 2. 18. 
ADH. 3.] VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA 349 


sentience of the objects aggregated, as well as on account of non- 
admission of another cause of the aggregation, the aggregates are not 
possible. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Kapila, the maintainer of the doctrine of pre-existing effects, 
holds that pradhana, not having Brahman for its soul, is the cause 
of the world. He has been refuted by reason of maintaining what is 
opposed to the doctrine of the causality of Brahman and the Vedic 
doctrine. Kanada, inferior even to him in intelligence and the 
maintainer of the doctrine of non-existing effects, holds the cause of 
the world to be of various kinds 1; and hence he has been refuted by 
reason of maintaining what is opposed to the ‘great’.2 Now, the 
doctrine of the Buddhists, inferior to that even, is being refuted, on 
account of its similarity to that. 

The doctrine taught by the Buddha being interpreted differently, 
four views were propounded by his four classes of disciples. These 
followers are called, (1) Vaibhasika, (2) Sautrantika, (3) Yogācāra, 
and (4) Madhyamika. Among these, the first two maintain the 
reality of external objects. Among them, again, the first maintains 
that external objects are directly perceivable. According to him, 
external objects, like pots and the rest, are knowable by the evidence 
of direct perception. 'The other maintains that external objects are 
inferrible through cognitions. According to him, external objects like 
pots and rest, which are not directly perceived, are inferred through 
cognitions, produced in the forms of pots and so on and directly 
perceived. "The third maintains the reality of cognitions alone without 
any substratum. He holds that external objects are like dreams. 
All of them maintain that the objects admitted by them are momen- 
tary. The view of the fourth is that everything is void. He holds 
that the continuous stream of cognitions, freed from object and 
subject-forms, persists from moment to moment of the basis of past 
impressions, like a lamp in a place sheltered from wind. But when 
past impressions are destroyed, it attains a complete extinction like 
the lamp itself; this attainment of non-existence is salvation. The 
others, on the other hand, hold that there is no interruption in the 


1 Viz. the four kinds of atoms. 2 Vide Br. Sü. 2.2.17. 
3 The Buddhists too admit the aggregation of atoms like the Vaiéesikas. 
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continuous stream of cognitions. Among them, the views of the 
Yogücára and the Madhyamika will be refuted later. But in this 
section, the views of the realists, viz. the Vaibhàsikas and the 
Sautrantikas, are being refuted together. 

Thus, they speak of five groups,! viz. colour, cognition, feeling, 
name and impression.? Among these, the colour-group consists in the 
four elements, like the earth and the rest, and the elemental in the 
form of the body, sense-organs, and sense-objects. Among these, the 
earth-atoms, possessed of colour, taste, smell and touch, and hard by 
nature, are aggregated into the form of the earth; the water-atoms, 
possessed of colour, taste and smell, and viscid by nature, are 
aggregated into the form of water; the fire-atoms, possessed of colour 
and touch, and hot by nature, are aggregated into the form of fire; 
likewise the air-atoms, possessed of touch and mobile by nature, are 
aggregated into the form of air; and the four elements, like the earth 
and the rest, are aggregated into the form of body, sense-organs and 
sense-objects. In this way, these four kinds of momentary atoms are 
held to be the cause of the aggregation of the elements and the 
elemental. The colour-group, consisting of the elements and the 
elemental and due to the atoms, is the external aggregate. The 
cognition-group consists in a stream of cognitions like the cognition 
of a pot, cognition of a piece of cloth, and so on, based on the internal 
cognition of the ‘I’, and subsisting uninterruptedly. This alone is 
the agent, the enjoyer and the soul, and from it alone all ordinary 
practical transactions proceed. The feeling-group consists in pleasur- 
able or painful experiences. The name-group consiste in the cognition 
of secondary marks, e.g. (in the cognition:) ‘a cow possessed of 
auspiciousness’, the cow is distinguished by the secondary mark of 
auspiciousness. The impression-group consists in the mental qualities 
of attachment, aversion, delusion, pride, malice, fear, grief, depression 
and so on. These last four kinds of groups are said to be the mind 
and the mental. Among these, the cognition-group is said to be the 
mind or the soul, others mental ; and thus they are internally aggregated 
in such a way as to be the substratum of ordinary practical transactions. 
This is the internal aggregate, due to the four groups, beginning 
with the cognition-group. The soul and the ether, other than the 


1 Skandha. 
2 Rapa, vijndna, vedand, eamjfiá and samekara. 
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two aggregates, are non-existent by nature. These two aggregates 
make the course of mundane existence possible, and practical life 
being thus made possible, there is no need, it is thought, of an eternal 
soul. 

(Correct conclusion.) With regard to it we reply: Even if there be 
the admission, in the above way, of aggregates, i.e. of groups having 
two causes, still then “there is the non-establishment of that’’,—i.e. 
establishment “of that”, viz. of that which has two causes, too, is 
indeed impossible. The sense is: because the spontaneous aggregation 
of non-sentient objects, mutually independent, is not possible, and 
also because of their momentariness, the aggregate of the elements 
and the elemental, as well as the aggregate of the mind and the mental, 
are not possible. Further, because of the non-admission of a 
permanent enjoyer, of a sentient controller—one who brings about the 
aggregation, of an omniscient and universal Lord; as well as because 
of the consequence of the world becoming super-sensible by reason of 
the super-sensibleness of the atoms themselves, the course of mundane 
existence must disappear. The sense is that this view is faulty, 
since it rejects Brahman, taught by the beginningless Veda; since it 
admits the aggregates of atoms, unseen and unheard; and since a 
cause for the aggregation is impossible. 


SUTRA 19 


“IF IT BE OBJECTED THAT (ON ACCOUNT OF THE MUTUAL CAUSALITY 
(OF NESCIENCE AND THE REST), (THE AGGREGATION) IS POSSIBLE, 
(WE REPLY:) NO, BECAUSE OF (THEIR) NOT BEING THE CAUSE OF 
AGGREGATION.” =: 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


It cannot also be that no account of the mutual causality of 
nescience, past impressions, cognition, name and form, six supports ! 
and the rest, the aggregation and the rest, are possible,—for they, too, 
are not the causes of aggregation. 


1 Avidyà, samskdra, vijfiána, i a sadáyatana, etc. For explanation, 
see below V.K. 
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Veddnta-kaustubha 


If it be objected: In spite of the non-admission of a sentient and 
omniscient being as bringing about the aggregation, no harm is done, 
since our view admits the mutual causality of nescience and the rest. 
That which goes towards the effect as its cause is ‘pratyaya’, i.e. the 
cause; the state of that, no account of that,! all aggregation and the 
rest become possible. Thus, nescience and the rest, functioning 
from all eternity, are admitted to be the causes of the continuous 
stream of cognitions. Among these, the word ‘nescience’ is denotative 
of error, such as, taking the non-permanent as permanent, taking 
what is not the way (to salvation) as the way and so on. Through it 
past impressions, consisting in attachment and so on to sense-objects 
like colour and the like, arises. It is through this that activity springs 
forth when occasion arises. Activity consists in good and bad deeds, 
in accordance with the declaration by the Buddha: ‘There is action, 
there is result’. Through this alone cognition arises. Thence the 
four (elements like) the earth and the rest, the cause of the aggregate, 
viz. the body, arise, and that very thing is said to be name because 
of being the substratum of name. From them arises the body ; from 
it the six supports, viz. the five organs of knowledge and the mind ; 
from them touch; from it feeling, viz. pleasure, pain and the rest; 
from it nescience and the rest once more. Thus, the objects revolving 
unceasingly like water-wheels, aggregation is possible therefrom. 
Hence, everything in our doctrine is indeed consistent,— 

(We reply:) “no”. Why? “Because of (their) not being the 
cause of aggregation," i.e. because nescience and the rest are not the 
causes of aggregation; for it can by no means be said that nescience, 
consisting in the error of taking a person at a distance to be a post, is 
the cause of the aggregation of the already existing person. Likewise, 
attachment and the rest too, caused by it (viz. nescience), are not the 
cause of aggregation. 

COMPARISON 


Samkara and Baladeva 


Reading different, viz. "Itaretara-pratyayatvüd iti cen notpatti 
mütra-nimittatvàt". Interpretation different accordingly: viz. “If 
it be said that because of the mutual causality (of nescience and the 


1 This explains the compound *'pratyayateát"". 
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rest), (aggregation is possible), (we reply:) no, because of (their) being 
the causes of the origin only (of the immediately subsequent effects, 
and not of aggregation) ”.1 

Bhaskara 


Reading slightly different, viz.: "'Itaretara-pratyaya-manyat- 
Vato: « 2. rud l 


SŪTRA 20 


* AND BECAUSE OF THE CESSATION OF THE PRIOR ON THE 
PRODUCTION OF THE SUBSEQUENT.”’ 


Vedànta-pàrijáta-saurabha 


For this reason, too, this doctrine is not reasonable,—since “on 
the production of the subsequent ”, there results the destruction of the 
prior, it being momentary. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be argued that as the prior is the cause of the production of 
the later, so our doctrine is consistent,—(we reply:) no. “Because 
of the cessation of the prior on the production of the subsequent." 

In ordinary life, causality is observed to belong only to an existent 
lump of clay, the prior, at the time of the production of a pot, the 
subsequent. But on your view, on account of the momentariness of 
all existing objects, the prior moment is destroyed and cannot, there- 
fore, be the cause of the subsequent moment. Here a momentary 
existence is said to be ‘moment’. Now, to begin with, does the prior 
moment of the pot 8 give rise to the subsequent effect which exists 
at the same time, or as itself unoriginated, or as itself destroyed ? 
The first alternative is not tenable, because that (viz. the effect) also 
(will give rise to) another effect existing at the same time, that, 
too, to another and so on, and thus everything will last only for a 
moment simultaneously; and because the conventional distinction 
between the prior and the subsequent wil come to an end. The 


1 S.B. 2.2.19, p. 537; G.B. 2.2.19, pp. 113-114, Chap. 2. 
2 Bh. B. 2.2.19, p. 117. 
3 I.e. the prior momentary existence pot. 


23 
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second alternative, too, is not tenable, that being impossible. More- 
over, to say that (the cause) is unoriginated is to imply nothing but 
its non-existence; and if it (viz. non-existence) be a cause, then by 
reason of the absence of obstructions, there may be the origin of 
everything everywhere. The third alternative, too, is not tenable 
because the prior being destroyed, there will be again the origin of 
everything everywhere. It cannot be said that the prior momentary 
existence persists up to the origin of the subsequent momentary 
existence, for then, its momentariness will come to be abandoned. 


SOTRA 21 


"(Ir IT BE ADMITTED THAT THE EFFECT ORIGINATES) WHEN (THE 

CAUSE IS) NOT EXISTENT, (THEN THERE IS) THE CONTRADICTION OF 

THE INITIAL PROPOSITION, OTHERWISE THERE IS SIMULTANEOUS- 

NESS." 

Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 

On the admission of the origin of the effect when the cause is non- 
existent, there must result the “contradiction of the initial proposi- 
tion”, viz. that there is the origin of cognitions from four causes, viz. 
sense-organs, light, direction of the mind and sense-objects. On the 
admission of the origin of the effect when the cause is existent, there 
must be the origin of another momentary existence when the prior 
momentary existence is still present; and thus there must be 
*simultaneousness'' according to your view, the maintainers of the 
doctrine of momentariness! 


Vedáünta-kaustubha 


The author condemns the causeless origin of effects. 

If it be argued that let there be the production of the subsequent 
(effect) without a cause, and this being so, the above objection cannot 
be raised—then we reply: If it be admitted that there is the origin of 
the effect even when the cause is non-existent, then there must be the 
“contradiction of the initial proposition". Thus, there must be the 
*" contradiction", i.e. abandonment, of your initial proposition that 
in the production of cognitions, there are four causes, the main 
cause, viz. the sense-organs like the eyes and the rest; the auxiliary 
cause, viz. light; the immediate cause, viz. the direction of the mind; 
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and the supporting cause, viz. the sense-objects.! Moreover, even if 
the causeless origin of effect be admitted, the above-mentioned fault, 
viz. the origin of everything everywhere, remains unavoidable. If, 
again, to avoid this difficulty, the case be admitted to be “otherwise ’’, 
i.e. if it be admitted that the effect originates when the cause is existent, 
then there must be “simultaneousness’’, i.e. there must be simulta- 
neous existence of the cause and the effect. That is, the above- 
mentioned objection remains in force. Thus, does the prior momentary 
existence pot come to be the cause of another momentary existence 
pot at the time when it (the prior) itself exists, or does it become the 
cause of the subsequent moment,—which is being generated,—by 
lasting till the time of its production ? In either case, there is simul- 
taneousness. On the first alternative, all the momentary existences 
will come to be perceived at the same time, and the conventional 
distinction between the prior and the subsequent will come to an end. 
On the second alternative, their momentariness will be abolished, 
and owing to the persistence of two momentary existences, there 
must follow à simultaneous perception of two momentary existences 


in the same place. 
COMPARISON 


Baladeva 


The meaning of the phrase “pratijfioparodhah”’ different, viz. 
contradiction of the initial proposition (viz. that the world originates 
from the skandhas).? 


SÜTRA 22 


"(THERE IS) THE NON-ESTABLISHMENT OF THE CONSCIOUS AND 
UNCONSCIOUS DESTRUOTION ? ON ACCOUNT OF THE NON-INTERRUP- 
TION (OF THE STREAM OF COGNITIONS)." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


There is no possibility for the causal or causeless destruction, 
because there is no possibility of an interruption of the continuous 
series and because there is a recognition of the members of the series. 


2 G.B. 2.2.21, pp. 115-16, Chap. 2. 
3 Prati-samkhyà and aprati-samkhyd. 
+ For explanation, see below V.K. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


Thus, first the (doctrine of) origin, admitted by the opponents, 
has been disposed of. Now the (doctrine of) destruction too, admitted 
by them, is being disposed of. 

The destruction which is preceded by an act of thought is 
“conscious destruction’’; destruction not so preceded is “unconscious 
destruction’’. These two kinds of destruction are admitted by them. 
Among these, the destruction of existing objects,—which is caused by 
the blow of a hammer and the rest, which consists of the termination 
of a series of similar momentary existences, and which is perceivable 
and gross,—is said to be preceded by an act of thought. The destruc- 
tion of existent objects,—which is not perceivable, subtle, causeless 
and takes place in a series of similar momentary existences at every 
moment,—is said to be non-preceded by an act of thought. There is 
the “non-establishment’’, i.e. impossibility, of these two kinds of 
destruction with regard to the continuous series and the single members 
of the series. Why? “On account of the non-interruption of the 
series.” First, no causal destruction of the series is possible. Thus, 
it being admitted by you that there is the destruction, at every moment 
of existing objects with regard to a prior member of the series, it is 
admitted that in spite of being destroyed, there is the origin from it 
of a subsequent (member) which is caused by it and is non-existent 
indeed. The sense is that in spite of a momentary member of the 
series being destroyed, at that moment, by the blow of a hammer and 
the rest, the origin of a subsequent member is possible, no account of 
the absence of impediments, and thereby a subsequent series being 
possible, the causal destruction of the series is not possible. In the 
case under discussion, on the other hand, origination and destruction 
are said to be the different states of clay and the rest that are indeed 
existent. But, on your view, the interruption of the continuous series 
is not possible even by the blow of a hundred hammers at all times— 
this is the sense. 

Moreover, if there be the destruction of the last member of the 
series through a cause, then there cannot be properly the destruction 
of others, too, without causes, and hence there must result the percep- 
tion of many pots in the place of one pot. It cannot be said also 
that they are subject to a causeless destruction, taking place at every 
moment in a series of similar momentary existences, and as such the 
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above objection cannot be raised,—for then such a destruction being 
possible on the part of the last member of the series, a causal destruction 
becomes meaningless. It cannot be said also that there is the origin 
of a series of dissimilar momentary existences through (the blow of) a 
hammer and the rest too, and as such the above objection cannot be 
raised,—because when the, prior member is destroyed by a hammer 
and so on, too, there resulting the origin of a subsequent one, similar 
to it, by reason of the absence of contrary circumstances, there is no 
possibility for a series of dissimilar existences; and because of the 
absence of any reason for the origination of a series of dissimilar 
existences. 

A causeless destruction of the series, too, is not possible, for then 
the disappearance of the entire universe will result. 

In the same manner, these two (viz. the causeless and causal 
destructions) are not possible with regard to the single members of the 
series,—for if here the causeless destruction of particular members 
be admitted, then the destruction once more of the momentary 
members by the hammer and the rest will be impossible. A causeless 
destruction, too, cannot become the annihilator of existent objects, 
since single members of the series, like pots and the rest, are recognized. 


COMPARISON 
Bhaskara 


Reading different, viz. “asambhavah’”’ in place of “avicchedat’’.? 


SÜTRA 23 
“AND ON ACCOUNT OF FAULT IN BOTH WAYS." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Because the series has no existence beyond the single members 
of the series, and because single members themselves are momentary, 


1 I.e. there can be no complete destruction of that which is, e.g. when 
a vessel of clay is smashed to pieces, we still perceive and recognize the material, 
viz. clay, which continues to exist. 

? Bh. B. 2.2.22, p. 120. 
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their view, viz. that salvation is the cessation of nescience, too, is 
inconsistent. 
Vedanta-kaustubha 


For this reason also, the Buddhistic view is inconsistent. Why ? 
Because there is "fault" in their view of salvation even “in both 
ways". Thus, salvation is held by them to be the cessation of nescience 
and the rest. Is this (a cessation) of the series or of the single members 
of the series? Not the first, because as the series has no existence 
beyond the single members, it (viz. the cessation of the series) is 
incapable of (bringing about) salvation. Not the second, because the 
single members are momentary. 

Moreover, is salvation, consisting in the cessation of nescience 
and the rest, due to a cause or not? If the first, i.e. on the view: 
Salvation arises from the repeated practice of four-fold truths, viz. 
the truth that there is a cause, the truth that there is cessation, the 
truth that there is suffering and the truth that there is à path.! The 
truth that there is a cause means the knowledge, i.e. ascertainment, 
that everything has an origin. The truth that there is cessation means 
that everything is momentary. The truth that there is suffering 
means that everything is full of suffering. The truth that there is a 
path means that everything is void, everything is soulless,—on this 
view, the cessation of attachment and the rest being admitted to arise 
from these, the initial proposition, viz. that there is a causeless destruc- 
tion, is set aside. If the second, the teaching of the means will become 
futile. And thus there is fault in both the ways. 


COMPARISON 
Ràmànuja 


This is sütra 22 in his commentary. Interpretation different, 
viz.: “Because there is fault in both ways", i.e. the Buddhistic views 
of origination from nothing and passing away into nothing are both 
open to objections.? 


Bhaskara 


This siitra is not found in the commentary of Bhiaskara. 


1 Samuddya, nirodha, duhkha, märga. 
3 Sri. B. 2.2.22, p. 93. 
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Srikantha 


This is sūtra 22 in his commentary too. His interpretation is also 
very similar to that of Ràmànuja, viz. on the Buddhist view, the 
originated effect is unreal, (since it passes away as soon as it arises); 
also the effect arises from non-existent cause (since the cause which is 
momentary is no more, when the effect comes to be). Hence the 
Buddhist view is untenable.! 


SÜTRA 24 


‘ÅND IN THE ETHER TOO, ON ACCOUNT OF THE NON-DISTINCTION." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


And the initial proposition enunciated by them was that there 
is non-existence “in the ether”’;2 and this is not reasonable, “on 
account of (its) non-distinction " from the earth and the rest. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


They maintain that the destruction of existing objects which is 
preceded by an act of thought, the destruction which is not preceded 
by an act of thought, and the ether,—these three are non-entities, 
and as such, non-definable, causeless and unreal. Among these, the 
two kinds of destruction have been disposed of. Incidentally, salva- 
tion, consisting in the cessation of nescience, has been condemned. 
Now, the reverend author of the aphorisms, maintaining the demon- 
strated conclusion of Scripture, is condemning the (doctrine of) the 
non-definableness of the ether, the remaining one. 

The initial proposition of the non-substantiality of the ether is 
not reasonable, “on account of the non-distinction" of the ether, 
in point of substantiality, from the earth and the rest,—and just as 
terrestrial animals move on the earth, and the acquatic animals in 
water, so do the flying animals in the sky;—and also on account 
of the scriptural declaration of the producibleness of the ether, like 
other positive entities,—this is indicated by the particle "and" (in 
the sütra),—in the passage: “From him arise the vital-breath, the 


1 SK. B. 2.2.22, p. 86, Parts 7 and 8. 
2 Le. the ether is a non-entity. 
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mind, and all the sense-organs, the ether, the air, the light, water and 
the earth, the supporter of all” (Mund. 2.1.3). The substantiality of the 
ether was approved by the Buddha as well, who said out of compassion: 
‘As long as there is the existence of the ether, and as long as there 
is the existence of the world, so long may there be the existence of 
me, the destroyer of the sufferings of the world ’. 


COMPARISON 
Bhaskara 


This is sūtra 23 in Bhaskara.! Interpretation of the word 
“avisegat ’’ different; viz. “from the same (scriptural text, viz. Tait. 
2.1)" it is known that the ether like the air and the rest, arises from 
the soul.? 


SÜTRA 25 


* AND ON ACCOUNT OF REMEMBRANOE.,”’ 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


And on account of the recognition, viz. ‘This is that’, this doctrine 
is untrue. 
Vedanta-kaustubha 


For this too the doctrine of momentariness is not reasonable. 
Why? “On account of remembrance”, i.e. on account of the remem- 
brance of an entity, perceived by one. Hence an eternal soul, the 
experiencer, must of necessity be acknowledged, otherwise the cessation 
of all practical activities will result. 


SÜTRA 26 
"(THERE CAN BE NO ORIGINATION) FROM THE NON-EXISTENT, 
BECAUSE OF NON-OBSERVATION.”’ 
Vedànta-pàarijáta-saurabha 


An entity does not arise from a non-entity, “on account of non- 
observation ”. 


1 Written as sütra 2.2.24 in conformity with Samkara’s number. 
? Bh. B. 2.2.23, p. 121. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


It is assumed by the Buddhists that there is the origin of an 
entity from a non-entity. This is not reasonable. Why? Because 
the origin of pots and the rest from non-existent clay, etc. is never 
observed,—on the contrary, their origin from existent clay and the 
rest alone is observed. d 


COMPARISON 
Srikantha and Baladeva 


This is sütra 26 in the commentary of Srikantha. He begins a 
new adhikarana here, ending with the next siitra, concerned with the 
refutation of the Sautrantika school of the realist Buddhists. 
According to him, the preceding sütras are concerned with the 
refutation of the Vaibhasika school only. But Nimbarka refutes 
these two schools together. 

Baladeva also takes this siitra as concerned specially with the 
refutation of the Sautrantika school, though he does not begin a new 
adhikarana since he takes the next siitra to be referring to both the 
schools equally. 

They interpret the sūtra in the same manner, viz. (“There is no 
origin of things from) the non-existent, on account of non-perception ". 
That is, the Sautrintika view that an object is inferred from the 
impressions left on our mind by it is absurd, for a momentary, and as 
such a non-existent, something cannot produce any impressions. 


SÜTRA 27 


" AND THUS (THERE "WILL BE) ACCOMPLISHMENT ON THE PART OF 
THE INAOTIVE AS WELL." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Otherwise, there may be the “accomplishment” of ends like 
knowledge and the rest on the part of one who has not resorted to 
any means. 


TE PE NE AC A SN A a 


1 SK. B. 2.2.25, p. 92, Parts 7 and 8; G.B. 2.2.26, p. 122, Chap. 2. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


Moreover, just as it is admitted by you that there is the origin 
of entity from non-entity, so there will result the “accomplishment” 
of the desired-for effects, through the more non-existence of implements, 
even “on the part of the inactive", i.e. on the part of those who have 
discarded the implements leading to their desired ends. But there is 
never any attainment of knowledge and the rest by one who is inactive ; 
and a perpetual religious student, leading a life of chastity ! and 
unmarried, never gets a son. Hence, it is established that the 
demonstrated conclusion of Scripture is not contradicted by the views 
of the Vaibhasikas and the Sautrüntikas, based on a mere semblance 
of (and not real) reason. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘‘ The aggregate ” (3). 


Adhikarana 4: The section entitled “Percep- 
tion". (Sutras 28-31) 


SÜTRA 28 


"(THERE IS) NO NON-EXISTENCE (OF EXTERNAL OBJECTS), ON 
ACCOUNT OF PERCEPTION.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


There is “no non-existence” of external objects as held by the 
maintainers of the reality of consciousness alone; but they are, indeed, 
existent. Why? “On account of perception." 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now, the view of the Yogacara is being disposed of. 

The Yogàcàra Buddhist, the maintainer of the reality of 
consciousness alone, holds that those objects which are other than 
consciousness are all non-existent. Thus, to think that manifold 
external objects exist is an error. There are only manifold cognitions 
which are momentary, variegated, perceptible and have definite forms. 
Only cognitions like ‘blue’, ‘yellow’, which have definite forms, are 
revealed (directly to the mind). It must be admitted certainly even 
by the maintainers of the reality of external objects that the cognitions 
arising from the contact of sense-organs with those particular objects 


1 Naisthika.. 
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have forms of those objects respectively. If this be so, then all 
practical transactions being possible through those forms alone, what 
is the use of imagining external objects? It (viz. a cognition) being 
self-manifesting like a lamp, is directly perceived. If what is non- 
perceived be cognized, then there will be non-distinction between one’s 
own cognitions and the cagnitions of others. But there is indeed 
a distinction (between them). A man acts or refrains from acting on 
the basis of his own cognitions. This has been declared by Viprabhiksu 
as well thus: ‘There is no understanding of the meaning of what is 
non-perceived. The cognitive self, though non-divided, is yet looked 
upon by men of perverted understanding to be possessed of the 
differences of object perceived, the perceiver and consciousness ’. 
Thus, the object-form is the object to be known, the perceiver-form is 
the act of knowledge, and his consciousness is the result, and thus 
these three are imagined in one and the same process of consciousness. 
Hence there are no external objects. 

For this reason also (there are no external objects—viz.): On 
account of being uniformly perceived together, there is no difference 
between ‘blue’ and its cognition. Whenever there is the cognition of 
blue, blue, too, is cognized at the very same moment. Hence, there is 
no difference between these two. 

For this reason, too, (there are no external objects, viz.): The 
cognitions in our waking state are devoid of (i.e. do not correspond to) 
external objects, because they are mere cognitions, like the dream- 
cognitions and the rest. 

If it be asked: How can there be a variety of cognitions in the 
absence of external objects? We reply: owing to the variety of the 
past impressions. The variety (of cognitions) is explicable by reason 
of the fact that the cognitions and the past impressions stand in the 
relation of mutual causes and effects, like the seed and the shoot. 

(Correct conclusion.) On this suggestion, we’ reply: The non- 
existence of external objects is not possible. Why? “On account of 
perception," i.e. because of the direct perception of external objects, 
other than cognitions. Although the individual soul, having the 
stated marks, is eternal knowledge by nature and its attribute of 
knowledge, too, is indeed eternal like the ray of the sun, yet since 
it has its knowledge veiled by nescience due to the beginningless maya,! 


1 I.e. prakrti or matter. 
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it errs in cognizing objects in birth after birth, as well as in one birth 
even. And it knows once more the sun and the rest, installed by the 
Highest Self, as well as the objects collected by its father and fore- 
fathers, which are all already existent, from the surrounding company 
of people. The sense is that, hence, there is no non-existence of the 
objects which are different from knowledge, the sun and the moon, 
fire, mountain, the earth, water, cow, horse and the rest being 
established on the ground of direct perception. 

The argument,—viz. It is to be admitted certainly even by 
the maintainers of the reality of external objects that cognitions 
arising from the contact of sense-organs with those particular objects 
have the forms of those objects respectively. If this be so, then all 
practical transactions being possible through those forms alone, what 
is the use of imagining external objects ?*—is not tenable, since in the 
absence of objects, the cognitions of the objects cannot have forms 
similar to them. Thus, an external object is other than knowledge 
and its knowledge is other than it. 

The argument—viz. that owing to their being uniformly perceived 
together, there is no difference between blue and its perception,—too, 
is not tenable, for there is an admission of difference through this 
very admission of a simultaneous perception.! 


SÜTRA 29 


“AND ON ACCOUNT OF DISSIMILARITY, (THE WAKING COGNITIONS 
ARE) NOT LIKE DREAMS AND THE REST." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The baselessness of the cognitions of the waking state cannot be 
established on the analogy of the dream-cognitions and the rest, on 
account of there being no parallelism between the two cases; as well 
as On account of dream-consciousness too, having a basis. 


1 That is, to say that A and B are perceived together is to say that there 
is a difference between them. Otherwise there is no sense in saying that A and 
B are perceived together. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the argument, viz. The cognitions in the waking state do not 
correspond to external objects, because they are mere cognitions, 
like the dream-cognitions and the rest, we reply: 

It cannot be said ‘that the cognitions in the waking state are 
without a basis “like dreams and the rest", i.e. like the dream- 
cognitions and the illusory cognitions. Why? “On account of 
dissimilarity,” i.e. because there is dissimilarity between the cognitions 
in the waking state and the dream-cognitions, as the former are due 
to attentive sense-organs, while the latter to inattentive sense-organs ; 
also because—as indicated by the particle “and” (in the sütra)— 
even the dream-cognitions have bases. 


SUTRA 30 


“THE EXISTENCE (OF PAST IMPRESSIONS) NOT (POSSIBLE), ON 
ACCOUNT OF NON-PERCEPTION.”’ 


Vedànta-parijata-saurabha 


Moreover, the ''existence" of past impressions is admitted by 
you in order that there may be variety in knowledge; this is not 
possible, since according to your view, external objects are not 
perceived. 

Vedanta-kaustubha 


Moreover, if knowledge be without a basis, then its varieties, 
such as the knowledge of a pot, the knowledge of blue, the knowledge 
of yellow and so on, are not possible. Ifit be said that past impressions 
are the cause of the variety of knowledge,—(we reply): “the existence” 
of past impressions is not possible on your view. Why? “On account 
of non-perception”’, i.e. because of the non-perception of the cause of 
past impressions, or, because no such cause is possible on your view. 
The direct perception of external objects is the cause of past 
impressions, and that is not possible in your case, owing to your 
non-admission of external objecta. 
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COMPARISON 
Ràmànuja and Srikantha 


This is sütra 29 in their commentaries. Interpretation slightly 
different, viz. “The existence (of cognition devoid of corresponding 
things) is not (possible), because of non-perception”’.1 


SÜTRA 31 


* ON ACCOUNT OF MOMENTARINESS." 


Vedànta-parijata-saurabha 


There is no existence of past impressions, “on account of the 
momentariness " of their substratum on your view. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


For this reason, too, the existence of past impressions is not 
possible. Why? “On account of the momentariness" of their sub- 
stratum, the receptacle-consciousness,? viz. the 'I'; as well as of the 
single members of the uninterrupted series. Hence, the variety of 
knowledge is due to the variety of objects. "Therefore, it is established 
that the settled conclusion of Scripture is not contradicted by the 
Yogácára view which is but a childish prattle. 


Here ends the section entitled “Perception ” (4) 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Baladeva 
They add a “ca” at the end.3 


— — = 


1 Sri. B. 2.2.29, p. 102, Part 2; SK. B. 2.2.29, pp. 97-98, Parts 7 and 8. 

2 Alaya-vüjfiána. The Vijidna-skandha consists of vijfüdnas or cognitions 
of two kinds, diaya-vijfiána and pravrtti-vijfiána. The former consists of cogni- 
tions which refer to the ‘I’, the ego; while the latter those that refer to the so- 
called external objecta. 

3 S.B. 2.2.31, p. 557; G.B. 2.2.31. 
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Ràmànuja, Bhaskara and Srikantha 


This sütra is not found in their commentaries. 


Adhikarana 5: The section entitled “Incon- 
sistency in every way”. (Sūtra 32) 


SÜTRA 32 


“AND BECAUSE OF THE INCONSISTENCY (OF THE DOCTRINE OF A 
UNIVERSAL VOID) IN EVERY WAY." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The doctrine of void, too, is erroneous, because it is inconsistent 
“in every way’’, being opposed to the evidence of direct perception 
and the rest. 
Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now the doctrine of universal void, as held by the Madhyamikas, 
is being disposed of. 

(The view is as follows:) All the objects mentioned in the sacred 
works composed by the omniscient one (viz. the Buddha), are simply 
for the sake of suiting the intellectual capacities of his disciples; but 
are not really existent, owing to the impossibility of the origin and 
destruction (of things). The origin of entity from non-entity is 
inappropriate. (And if an entity arises from another entity, the 
question is:) Is the entity which arises from another entity dissimilar 
to the latter or similar? If the first, then there will be the origin of 
everything everywhere. If the second, then fruitlessness would result 
like the grinding of what has already been ground.! Owing to such 
inexplicability of origin, destruction, too, is inexplicable. Hence, the 
doctrine of void is to be accepted. Thus, salvation consists in attaining 
a state of void,—such is the view of the Buddha. And this is perfectly 
reasonable, since void is not proved by anything else, (but is self- 
proved). The conventional distinctions of perceiver and the object 
perceived and so on are mere errors. 


1 Le. on the first alternative a gold ring may arise from clay; on the second, 
there is no sense in producing something already existent, gold (ring) from gold. 
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With regard to it we reply: The doctrine of universal void does 
not stand to reason. Why? Because if the maintainer of the doctrine 
of universal void be unreal, then there will result the reality of all; if 
real, then there will result the abandonment of the initial proposition. 
“ And on account of the inconsistency, in every way," of the doctrine 
of universal void, the view that everything is void is unreasonable,— 
because the entire world is perceived to be true both by the disputant 
and the respondent, because there is no proof of void, and because it 
is in conflict with the Buddha's doctrine, establishing the existence of 
momentary objects. The sense is that the view of the Madhyamikas 
who maintain that everything is void, who are unacquainted with the 
process of origination and destruction, and who are just like an owl 
not perceiving the sun by reason of defective eyesight, is erroneous 
in every way. It is established, thus, that there is not even an odour 
of contradiction in the view of Scripture. 


Here ends the section entitled “ Inconsistency in every way " (5). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


Interpretation different. He takes it as a refutation of the 
Buddhist doctrine in general, not particularly of the doctrine of 
universal void. He points out at the end of sütra 31 that the third 
school of Buddhism, viz. the doctrine of universal void, is set aside 
by all evidence, and as such requires no special and separate 


refutation.! 
Bhaskara 


This sütra too is not found in his commentary. He points out at 
the end of sūtra 29 (sūtra 30 according to Nimbarka) that the doctrine 
of universal void is refuted through the refutation of the doctrine of 
the sole reality of cognitions.? 


1 Vide S.B. 2.2.31, p. 558. 
2 Bh. B. 2.2.29 (written as 2.2.30 in conformity with SGmkara's number), 
p. 12D. 
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Adhikarana 6: The section entitled “Impossible 
in one", (Sütras 33-36) 


SÜTRA 33 


“ (THE JAINA DOOTRINE IS) NOT (TENABLE), ON ACCOUNT OF THE 
IMPOSSIBILITY (OF CONTRADICTORY ATTRIBUTES) IN ONE (AND 
THE SAME THING).”’ 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The Jainas ascribe contradictory attributes like existence and 
non-existence and so on to all things. This does not stand to reason, 
because the co-existence of contradictory attributes, like existence and 
non-existence and the rest, is impossible, like that of shadow and 
light. 

Vedanta-kaustubha 


The view of the Buddhists, who leave the hem of their lower 
garment loose and untucked, has been disposed of. Now the view of 
the Jainas, the naked, are being disposed of. 

They hold that the universe comprises souls and non-souls, and 
is without a Lord. They maintain also that atoms are the causes 
of the world. They imagine couples of contradictory attributes, like 
existence and non-existence, in all the categories. Thus, according to 
them, there are seven categories, summing up all scriptural teachings, 
viz. soul, non-soul, influx (of foreign matter into the soul), (its) 
stoppage, freedom from decay, bondage and release.1 

Among these, the souls are sentient, and endowed with the 
attributes of knowledge, perception, happiness and strength. Thus, 
knowledge means the apprehension of the real nature of objects through 
the right discrimination between the soul and the non-soul. Perception 
means cognizing objects, being free from attachment and detachment. 
The souls in bondage have worldly happiness, while the freed souls 
have the happiness which inheres in themselves. Likewise strength 
means proper endurance. These souls are possessed of parts, and are 
of the size of the body. Among them, some are souls in bondage, 
some are freed souls, some are ever-perfect. The freed souls are 
omniscient and possessed of unsurpassed happiness. 


1 Jiva, ajiva, Gsrava, samvara, nirjara, bandha and mokga. 


24 
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The non-soul is the group of objects to be enjoyed by the souls. 
It is divided into merit, demerit, matter, time and space.! Thus, 
merit is a special kind of substance, inferrible from proper actions. 
Demerit is the cause of the existence of the non-freed. Matter is a 
substance possessed of colour, smell, taste and touch. It is of two 
kinds, viz. atoms, and their aggregates. The atoms are the causes 
of the earth and the rest; and they are not of four kinds, as held by 
the logicians, but are identical in nature. The distinctions of the 
earth and the rest are due to the modifications of these atoms. The 
four-fold elements beginning with the earth, as well as the body, 
the worlds and so on, are their aggregates. Time, on the other hand, 
is a special kind of substance which is the cause of the conventional 
distinctions of long, quick and fast and so on, and is atomic in form. 
Space is the absence of covering. It is of two kinds, viz. worldly- 
space which is mundane, and non-worldly-space,? which is the abode of 
the freed souls. 

Influx means the activity of the sense-organs which causes a person 
to know 8 sense-objects. Or else, influx means karma which complies 
to,* i.e. follows after, pervading the agent (i.e. pertains to him). 

Stoppage means that which stops 5 the activities of the sense- 
organs, i.e. the stoppage of the sense-organs, consisting in a deep 
meditation. 

Freedom from decay means that which destroys 9 the prior- 
accumulated sins, i.e. austerities known from the teaching of the 
Arhatas, consisting in not bathing, not speaking, squatting on the 
thighs with the lower legs crossed over each other,’ eating what is spit 
out from the mouth, mounting on heated stone, plucking out the 
hairs on the head and so on. ; 

Bondage means karma, and is of eight kinds. Among these, 
there are four destructive-karmas,8—viz. relating to the obscuration of 
knowledge, relating to the mental blindness of perception, relating to 
delusion, and relating to what hinders ?—which obstruct the attributes 
of the souls, viz. knowledge, perception, happiness and strength. 


1 Dharma, adharma, pudgala, kala and ákdéa. 


2 Lokdkdéa and alokákáda. 3 Aéradvayati iti dérava. 
4 Afravati iti dérava. 5 Samurnoti iti samvara. 
8 Nirjarayats iti Nirjara. ? Virdsana. 

8 Ghiti-karma. 


9 Jfidndvaraniya, daréanávaraniya, mohaniya and antariya. 
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And, there are four non-destructive karmas,}—viz. relating to the 
knowable, relating to the name, relating to family descent and relating 
to life,2—which are the causes of the body, its sense of egoity, regard 
and disregard for the happiness and the rest due thereto. 

On the cessation of bondage, there is salvation, or the manifestation 
of the natural and real nature of the soul through the grace of the ever- 
perfect Arhatas. 

They have also a set of different categories, consisting in five 
ontological categories,? viz. the category of the soul, the category of 
matter, the category of merit, the category of demerit and the category 
of space. The term ontological category (astikàya) is denotative of 
conventional objects occupying many places. (The compound 
*jivàstikàya' is to be explained as) a Karma-dhàraya thus: The soul 
is the category,5 and so on in all other cases too. To all these, they 
apply the system of seven paralogisms,9 viz. May be it is, may be it 
is not, may be it is not predicable, may be it is and is not, may be it is 
and is not predicable, may be it is not and is not predicable, may be 
it is, it is not, and is not predicable.7 (The compound ‘Sapta-bhangi- 
naya’ is to be explained thus:) The aggregate of the seven dialectical 
formule is ‘sapta-bhangi,® its reasoning’ (sapta-bhangi-naya). The 
word ‘may’ (syat) is an indeclinable represented by a verbal ending, 
and should be understood to have the meaning of ‘littleness’. Thus, 
it is to be construed as—It exists partly and does not exist partly, 
and so on. The sense is this: The whole mass of object, consisting of 
substances and modifications ? is variable. The form of the substance 
being one, permanent and conceivable as existent, existence, oneness, 
permanence and the rest are justifiable in reference to it. The modifica- 
tions are the particular states of the substance, having the forms 
of pots, pieces of cloth and the rest. And they being many, 


1 Agháti-karma. 

2 Vedaniya, nàmika, gotrika, dyuska. 3 Astikdya. 

5 Jivas cásau astikdyads ca. 6 Sapta-bhangi-naya. 

7 Sydd asti, syán ndsti, sydd avyaktavya, sydd asti ca ndsti ca, sydd asti 
cávyaktavyaé ca, sydn násti cdvyaktavyas ca, sydd asti ca násti cavyaktavyaé ca. 

8 Here the ending ‘I’ is in accordance with Pan. 2.4.17; SD. K. 821, as 
modified by the Vdrttika-sitra of Kdtydyana 1556, ‘‘Akdrdntottarapado dviguh 
striyadm iştah”. Vide B.M., p. 548, vol. 1. 

9 Dravya and paryydya. 
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non-permanent and conceivable as non-existent, non-existence, non- 
permanence and the rest are justifiable in reference to them. 

With regard to it we reply: This cannot be said. Why? 
Because the seven-fold reasoning, like partly existent, partly 
non-existent and the rest, is not possible “in one object”. The 
simultaneous co-existence of darkness and light is never seen or 
heard. In the same manner, couples of contradictory attributes like 
existence and non-existence and so on are indeed impossible in 
the same place. 

If it be objected: Your own view, too, admits couples of 
contradictory attributes in one and the same substratum, e.g. in the 
text “All this, verily, is Brahman” (Chand. 3.14.1), Unity is 
established; while in the texts: “The Lord of matter and soul, the 
Controller of the gunas” (Svet. 6.16), "Two birds" (Mund. 3.1.1; 
Svet. 4.6), plurality is established, —(we reply:) No, because this view 
is not based on reasoning,! since the real view can be determined, as 
mutually non-contradictory, through Scripture alone. Thus, it being 
impossible for the entire universe, consisting of the sentient and the 
non-sentient, to be non-different from Brahman by nature, it is non- 
different from Him only as having its existence and activity under 
His control (and not by nature), as indicated by the phrase ‘emanating 
from Him’ and so on.? But there is indeed a difference of nature 
between the categories, viz. the sentient, the non-sentient and Brahman, 
because the texts designating duality, too, are no less authoritative,— 
just as leaves, flowers and the rest are different by nature from the 
tree and are non-different from it on account of having no separate 
existence; and just as in spite of the difference of the sense-organs 
from the vital-breath by nature, their non-difference from it, as being 
under its control, is not incompatible. In the same manner, the 
difference and non-difference between the Universe and Brahman are 
natural and established in Scripture and Smrti. What contradiction 
is there? In the very same manner, the complementary passage 
confirms the relation of difference-non-difference between the Universe 
and Brahman. The phrase ‘emanating from Him’ (tajj&tün) is 
denotative of the reason, (meaning) because it emanates from that 


1 So that it might be controverted by reason. 
3 The text is: “All this, verily, is Brahman, emanating from Him, dis- 
appearing into Him and breathing in Him” (Chand. 3.14.1). 
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Supreme Cause (tajja), disappears in Him (talla) and breathes, i.e. 
acts in Him (tadana). The elision of the parts is in accordance with 
Vedic use. 

Moreover, a single cause of the world being established by correct 
evidence, the causality of a plurality of atoms does not stand to 
reason, because that would involve unnecessary cumbrousness and 
also because causality is impossible on their parts, owing to their 
non-sentience. 

Further, the one reality, knowable from the Veda, being the 
giver of salvation, it is difficult for salvation to result from the grace 
of the perfect souls,! that being impossible. Does the grace of the 
perfect souls depend on meditation or not? Ifthe first, then, salvation 
cannot arise through the meditation on one perfect soul among many 
perfect souls of the same nature, for there will be the fault of dis- 
regarding many other equally perfect souls. If there be meditation 
on all, that would involve unnecessary complication. If it be said 
that there is one great (soul higher than the others), then you fall in 
with a theistic view. On the second alternative, the consequence 
would be a universal release. Moreover, there being no evidence of 
direct perception and the rest for the existence of perfect souls, it is 
impossible that salvation can result from their grace. 


SÜTRA 34 


* AND THUS (IF) THE SOUL (BE OF THE SIZE OF THE BODY) THERE IS 
NON-ENTIRETY.”’ 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“Thus’’, there must be incompleteness on the part of the soul, 
assumed to be of the size of the body, when it attains a large body. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Just as their view is open to the objection that contradictory 
attributes are impossible on the part of one and the same substratum, 
so their view that the soul is of the size of the body, too, is open to 

1 Siddhas or semi-divine beings, supposed to be of great purity and holiness 
and characterized by the eight supernatural attributes. 
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serious objections. What objection? Listen! When the soul, which 
is of the size of the body, having left the body of an ant, attains the 
body of an elephant through the influence of its karmas, then there 
must be “non-entirety” on its part, i.e. it would not be able to fill 
up the whole of the elephant’s body. And when the soul comes out 
of the body of the elephant, and enters into a small body, it would fail 
to be small like it. 


SOTRA 35 


“NOR ALSO IS THERE NON-CONTRADICTION ON ACOOUNT OF 
MODIFICATION, ON ACCOUNT OF CHANGE AND THE REST." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


It cannot be said also that the soul is possessed of parts which are 
subject to increase and decrease and hence there is no contradiction, 
—for then there will result the faults of change and the rest (on the 
part of the soul). 

Vedanta-kaustubha 

If it be said: The soul, according to us, is possessed of parts. 
There is an increment of its parts in the body of an elephant, and 
decrement in a small body. Thus “on account of modification", 
there is no contradiction ”,—(we reply:) This cannot be said. Why? 
“On account of change and the rest," i.e. because there will then 
. result faults like change and the rest. If the soul be possessed of parts, 
on your view, then it must be mutable like the body and the rest and 
also non-eternal,—such and other faults would arise. 


SOTRA 36 
“ AND ON ACCOUNT OF THE PERMANENCY OF THE TWO (PRECEDING 
SIZES OF THE SOUL) OWING TO THE FINAL (SIZE), THERE IS NON- 
DISTINCTION (OF THE SIZE).”’ 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If it be said: We admit that the “final” size of the soul is constant, 
and hence the initial and the intervening sizes too must be so,—(we 
reply:) then, there must be "non-distinction" everywhere, (and 
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hence) the doctrine (that the soul is of the) size of the body is set 


aside. 
Vedanta-kaustubha 


The size as well as the real nature (which the soul attains) during 
its. state of salvation, after the destruction of the final body, are 
eternal. At that time there is no assumption of a subtle or gross 
body (by the soul), so there is no contraction or expansion of it. Thus, 
“on account of the permanency of the final ” size, as well as of the real 
nature (of the soul), the permanency of both the initial and intervening 
(sizes) too is meant by the Arhatas; and hence there must be “non- 
distinction’’ everywhere,—this is the sense. In short, the soul must 
have a permanent and constant size in a gross body as well as in a 
subtle body, in its state of bondage as well as in its state of release; 
and the doctrine that it is of the size of the body must be but a childish 
prattle. Hence, it is established that our conclusion is not contradicted 
by the view of the naked (i.e. the Jainas), based on error. 


Here ends the section entitled “Impossible in one” (6). 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


Interpretation different, viz. "On account of the non-distinction 
of the final state, (viz. salvation) (from the mundane state), both 
being permanent". That is, on the Jaina view, there is no difference 
between the state of release and thé mundane state, because the 
former is, according to them, a constant progress upward, or remaining 
in the alokakasa. Now, motion, whether in the world or upward is 
always mundane; and no one can possibly feel any pleasure in the 
state of constant motion, or in standing still in a place without any 
support. Hence there is no difference between release and bondage 
on this view. 


1 G.B. 2.2.36, pp. 145-146, Chap. 2. 
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Adhikarana7: The section entitled “Paéupati”. 
(Sütras 37-41) 
SOTRA 37 


“(THE DOCTRINE) OF THE LORD (IS UNTENABLE), ON ACOOUNT OF 
INCONSISTENOY.' 


Veda nta-parijata-saurabha 


The P&éupata doctrine is to be rejected, because it is opposed to 
the Veda, which establishes a non-distinct efficient and material cause ; 
and because it initiates a false faith. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now, the Pāśupata doctrine is being disposed of. 

The maintainers of doctrines opposed to the Veda have been 
refuted above. The Maheévaras, too, are such. They are of four 
kinds, viz. Kāpālas, Kalamukhas, Pá$upatas and Saivas. The 
basis of their doctrines is the treatise composed by Pasupati. 
The ‘Paficédhyayi’ 1 is celebrated to be composed by the great Lord 
Pagupati Himself. Five categories are mentioned there, viz. cause, 
effect, concentrated meditation, injunction, and end of suffering? 
The cause is pradhina and the Lord. Among them, pradhàna is 
supposed to be the material cause, the Lord the efficient cause. The 
effect is mahat and the rest. Concentrated meditation is stated in 
the passage; “Through the meditation on the Om-kára once, one 
should hold (one's self)". Injunction consists in secret rituals like 
three ablutions and the rest. The end of suffering is salvation. 

Among these, the Páü$upatas and the Kāpālas hold that during 
its state of bondage, the soul becomes (non-sentient) like a stone. 
And the Saivas hold that the freed soul is consciousness. They have 
minor treatises of their own, designating their mutual differences. 

These Máüheévaras, with their intelligence deluded by the Maya 
of the Lord, maintain and practise, just as they like—as the means 
to the highest end—what is "opposed" to the Veda and not practised 
by the wise. As the Kāpālas say: “He who knows the six mudràs, 
he who is versed in the supreme mudrà, he attains nirvina by 


1 Or having five chapters. 
3 Kárana, Kdryya, Yoga, Vidhi, Duhkhdnta. 
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meditating on himself as in the posture of bhagàsana. The necklace, 
the gold ornament, the ear-ring, head-jewel, ashes, and the holy thread 
are said to be the six mudrüs. He whose body is marked with (mudras) 
is not re-born on earth" and so on. Likewise, the Kalamukhas hold: 
“Using a skull (as the drinking vessel), besmearing one's self with the 
ashes of a dead body, eating the flesh of such a body, carrying a heavy 
stick, setting up a liquor-jar, worshipping the gods placed on it, and 
the rest, are means to obtaining all desired results in this world, as 
well as in the next". In the treatise of the Saivas, too, it is said: 
“A bracelet made of the Rudraksa-beads on the arm, matted hair on 
the head, a skull, besmearing one's self with ashes’’, and so on. 

Moreover, it is clearly demonstrated in the Mahabharata in the 
story of the Matanga, distressed by the sharp words of a she-ass ! 
and so on, that it is very difficult for à man of another caste to obtain 
Bràhmana-hood even by means of penance accumulated through 
thousands of years. But they hold that it is easily obtainable by a 
man of a different caste thus: “By merely entering in the initiatory 
ceremony, one becomes a Brāhmaņa at once. By understanding the 
Kapala rite, a man becomes an ascetic ”, 

(Correct conclusion:) With regard to this, we reply: “Of the 
Lord" and so on. The term ‘no’ is to be supplied. “Of the 


1 The story of Mdtariga and the she-ass is as follows: Once Mdtanga, who 
was endowed with all qualities and equal to a Brdhmana by all means, while 
travelling on a swift chariot drawn by a young ass and its mother, mercilessly 
pierced the young ass in the nose again and again. Thereupon its mother, being 
much grieved, said to him that such an act certainly behoved a person who was 
born of a Bráhmana mother and a Oanddla father, but had he been the son of a 
Bráhmana father his act would have been otherwise. Much aggrieved at this 
painful information, Mátarga determined to attain Bráhmana-hood, left home 
immediately and engaged himself in a severe penance. Therefore Indra being 
pleased personally appeared before him to offer him a boon. Mdatanga asked 
for Brdhmana-hood, which however, Indra declined to grant by reason of the 
fact that he was the son of a Canddla. In spite of Indra’s straight denial, 
Mdtatga went on performing austereties for à hundred years, standing on one 
leg only. Very much pleased, Indra appeared once again only to go back after 
saying that it was impossible for a Candála to acquire Bráhmana-hood, and that 
Matatiga was most unwise to undergo penance for it. This time Mdtanga went 
on performing penance for a thousand years in the same way. Disappointed 
once more, he performed the severest penance by standing on one finger only. 
But in spite of this he was never able to attain his heart’s desire, simply because 
he was a Candála by birth. Vide Maha. 13.1870 ff., pp. 85 ff., vol. 4. 
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Lord,” i.e. the view of Paéupati is not justifiable. Why? “On 
account of inconsistency,” i.e. because of the inconsistency in their 
view by reason of establishing two causes in direct contradiction to 
the scriptural texts like “He thought: ‘May I be many’” (Chand. 
6.2.3), ‘He became existent and that’ (Tait. 2.6), ‘All this has 
that for its soul’ (Chand. 6.8.7, etc.). Moreover, since the practices 
like meditation preceded by the pranava, besmearing one’s self with 
the ashes of a corpse and so on, are mutually contradictory, their 
view is indeed inconsistent. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


This is sūtra 34 in Bhaskara’s Commentary. They do not take 
this adhikarana as a refutation of the Pāśupata doctrine only, but of 
the Samkhya-yoga as well, in fact of all the doctrines generally, which 
maintain the Lord to be the efficient cause only and not the material 
cause of the world.2 

Srikantha 


He takes this adhikarana to be concerned with the refutation of 
the doctrine of the Ekadesi Tantrikas only or of those Saivas according 
to whom the Lord is the efficient cause only, while Maya is the material 
cause, Sakti the instrument .® 


SUTRA 38 
* AND ON ACCOUNT OF THE IMPOSSIBILITY OF RELATION." 


Vedànta-pàrljata-saurabha 


“And on account of the impossibility of relation" between 
Paśupati, the instigator who is without a body, and pradhana and the 
rest, to be instigated, Pasupati is not the cause of the world. 


1 I.e. two causes of the world material and efficient, different from each 
other. 

9 §.B. 2.2.37, p. 566; Bh. B. 2.2.34 (written as 2.2.37 in conformity with 
Samkara's number), p. 127. 

3 SK. B. 2.3.37. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


For this reason, too, the doctrine of Paéupati is not justifiable. 
Why? A relation between Pasupati, the efficient cause, the instigator 
and pradhana and the rest, to be instigated, must be admitted,— 
and this is impossible. Thus, the Mahesvaras are to be asked the 
following: Do you, sirs, follow Scripture or follow what is observed ? 
If the first, then the stated conclusion, being opposed to Scripture, 
must be rejected. Ifthe second, then it is observed that there is a 
relation between potters and the rest only who are possessed of bodies, 
and clay and so on. Hence no relation can be established between 
Paéupati who is without a body and pradhàna and the rest, by you, 
following what is observed. Hence it being not possible for a bodiless 
being to have any relation with pradhana and the rest, to be their 
instigator and so on, he is not the cause of the world. 


COMPARISON 
Ramanuja, Bhaskara and Srikantha 


This sūtra is not found in their commentaries. 


SÜTRA 39 


* AND ON ACCOUNT OF THE IMPOSSIBILITY OF A SUBSTRATUM 
(I.E. A BODY) (ON THE PART OF THE LoR»)." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“On account of the impossibility” of an eternal body—since it is 
opposed to what is observed,—as well as of a non-eternal one—since 
it arises later—Pasupati is not the cause of the world. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be argued: Let him then have a body, and hence the above 
objection cannot be raised—(the author) replies :— 

“The substratum” of all practical transactions is the body— 
on account of the impossibility of that, their view is not justifiable. 
Thus, the body of Pasupati cannot be eternal, because that is opposed 
to what is observed. Otherwise the bodies of potters and the rest, 
too, must become eternal. Again, his body cannot be non-eternal, 
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because a non-eternal body is not possible on the part of the cause of 
the world, because all the non-eternal objects arise later as effects, 
and because Pasupati, the cause, is prior to everything.! 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


Interpretation different, viz. “Because rulership (of pradhana) 
and the rest is impossible (on the part of the Lord)". That is, pradhàna 
which is non-perceived and devoid of colour and the rest, cannot be 
ruled by the Lord, since it is found that clay and the rest alone, which 
are possessed of colour and so on, are ruled by potters, etc.? 


Ramanuja, Bhaskara, Srikantha and Baladeva 


Interpretation different, viz. “Because rulership (of pradhàna) 
is not possible (on the part of the Lord)". "That is, Paéupati, who is 
bodiless cannot be the ruler of the pradhàna, for only embodied beings 
like potters and the rest can be rulers.? 


SÜTRA 40 


“IF IT BE ARGUED: AS IN THE CASE OF SENSE-ORGANS, (WE REPLY :) 
NO, ON ACCOUNT OF ENJOYMENT AND THE REST." 


Vedanta- parijata-saurabha 


It is not possible to suppose that the Lord has sense-organs and 
body like the individual soul, for there will result enjoyment and the 
rest (on the part of the Lord). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be argued: Just as the bodiless individual soul, existing from 
all eternity, has a relation with subsequent sense-organs and body, 
due to preceding sense-organs and body, so like it, Pasupati may have a 


1 Le. non-eternal objects arise after creation. Hence Paéupati who is 
present before creation cannot possess a non-eternal body. 

3 S.B. 2.2.39, p. 570. See p. 656 under Samkara. 

3 Sri. B. 2.2.36, p. 113, Part 1; Bh. B. 2.2.35 (written as 2.2.38), pp. 127-128; 
Sk. B. 2.2.36, p. 107, Parts 7 and 8; G.B. 2.2.39. 
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relation with a body; and no objection can be raised here, —(we 
reply:) no. “On account of enjoyment and the rest." The sense is 
this: If like the individual soul, the Lord, too, has such a relation with 
a body, then all the faults like experiencing pleasure and pain, and 
thereby being the agent of good or bad actions and the rest must 


pertain to Him also. 
COMPARISON 


Samkara and others E 

Interpretation different, viz. "If it be argued: As in the case of 
sense-organs, (we reply:) no, on account of enjoyment and the rest”. 
That is, if it be argued that the Lord rules over pradhàna in the same 
way as the individual soul rules over its sense-organs,—we point out: 
In that case the Lord Himself must undergo pleasure and pain. 

At the end of this sütra, Samkara gives an alternative explanation 
of this and the immediately preceding sütras and this explanation 


tallies. with that of Nimbarka. 


SÜTRA 41 


"(THERE WILL RESULT ON THIS VIEW) FINITUDE OR NON- 
OMNISOIENOE.”’ 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If there be a connection between Him and the unseen principle,? 
consisting in merit and the rest, then there must be “finitude” and 
“non-omniscience’’ (on His part). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


It cannot be said alsa: What objection can there be if enjoyment 
and the rest result on the part of the Lord? What can a snow-flake 
do when fallen on the sun ?—for it is unreasonable. On account of 
performing good and bad deeds, due to nescience and the cause of 
transmigratory existence, and of undergoing their consequences, 
there must of course result “finitude”, i.e. liability to being created, 


1 $.B. 2.2.40, p. 570; Srt. B. 2.2.37, p. 113, Part 2; Bh. B. 2.2.36 
(written as 2.2.39), p. 128; Sk. B. 2.2.37, p. 108, Parts 7 and 8; G.B. 2.2.40. 


8 Adrsfa. 
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as well as ‘“‘non-omniscience”’ on the part of the Lord; otherwise the 
individual soul, too, must cease to be subject to transmigratory 
existence,—so much in brief. Hence, it is established that the 
stated conclusion is not contradicted by the doctrine of the Maheévaras. 


Here ends the section entitled “Paśupati” (7). 


E COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


According to them, the particle “vā”? means ‘or’ and not 
‘and’ as held by Nimbarka. Interpretation different, viz. ‘(There 
must be) either finitude or non-omniscience". That is, the Lord 
must either define the measure of the individual souls, pradhàna and 
Himself, or not define them. If He does, then they become finite; 
if he does not, then the Lord becomes non-omniscient.! 


Adhikarana 8: The section entitled "Impossi- 
bility of origin". (Sütras 42-45) 


SÜTRA 42 


“ON ACCOUNT OF THE IMPOSSIBILITY OF ORIGIN." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Since the origin of the world from Sakti without Purusa is 
impossible, the doctrine, too, which maintains it as the cause is not 
valid. 

Vedünta-kaustubha 

Now, the author is refuting, incidentally, the erroneous view of 
the Saktas, viz. that Sakti alone is the producer of the world. 

The particle ‘no’ is to be supplied. 

Sakti is not the cause of the universe. Why? Because the 
origin of the universe from Sakti, without any connection with Puruga, 
is impossible. The consequence would be that the Saktis, being 
independent of Puruga, would come to be perceived everywhere. 


1 S.B. 2.2.41, pp. 571 ff.; Bh. B. 2.2.37 (written as 2.2.40), p. 128. 
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Or else,! because the origin of the world is impossible, it being 
eternal, Sakti cannot be its cause, there being no proof that the world 
is something produced. If it be said that the Veda is the proof— 
(we reply:) Let then the cause of the world be Brahman who is 
established by the Veda. The doctrine of the causality of Sakti 
which is without any basis is to be rejected. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara, Bhaskara and Srikantha 


They take this adhikarana as concerned with the refutation of the 
Pafica-r&átra system. Thus, according to them this sūtra means: 
“On account of the impossibility of origin". That is, the Pafica-ratra 
doctrine holds that Samkargana (the individual soul) springs from 
Vasudeva (the Highest self), Pradyumna (the mind) from Samkarsana 
and Aniruddha (the principle of egoity) from Pradyumna, is not 
tenable, for the individual soul, which is eternal, cannot spring from 
the Highest soul.? 

Ramanuja 


Rá&mànuja also takes this adhikarana as dealing with the Pafica- 
rátra doctrine, but not refuting, but establishing, it. Accordingly, 
he takes this and the next sütra as laying down the prima facie 
view, the rest the correct conclusion. Interpretation like Samkara 
and the rest. 


SÜTRA 43 


" AND THE SENSE-ORGAN OF THE OREATION (IS) NOT (POSSIBLE)." 


Vedànta-parijata-saurabha 


If it be said, there is a connection (between Sakti and Puruga, )— 
(we reply:) No ''sense-organ"' is possible on the part of Purusa at 
that time. 


1 An alternative explanation of the sūtra. 
3 S.B. 2.2.42, pp. 672 ff.; Bh. B. 2.2.38 (written as 2.2.41), p. 128; SK. B. 
2.2.39, p. 116, Parte 7 and 8. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


(If it be argued:) There is a creator helping Sakti; and the fact 
that the world is something produced, too, is inferred on the analogy 
of what is directly perceived; hence the above objection cannot be 
raised,—then (we reply:) No “sense-organ”’ is possible on the part 
of the creator, since there is no sense-organ prior to creation. In its 
absence, it is not possible for Puruga to be a helper. Moreover, since 
there is no similarity of the ether and the rest with pots and so on, 
the fact that the former are something produced (like the latter) 
is by no means established. The term “and” (in the sūtra) implies 
that if there be Purusa as the creator, Sakti is no longer the cause. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara, Bhaskara and Srikantha 


Criticism of the Pafica-rétra view continued: “(There can be) 
no (origin) of the organ (viz. the mind) from the agent (viz. the 
individual soul) ".1 

Ramanuja 


This is sutra 40 in his commentary. As pointed out above, he 
takes this sūtra as laying down a prima facie view against the Pafíca- 
rütra doctrine. Interpretation like Samkara and others? 


SUTRA 44 


"OR IF THERE BE THE EXISTENCE OF INTELLIGENCE AND SO ON, 
THERE IS NO DENIAL OF THAT." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If there be the existence of natural intelligence and so on (on the 
part of Sakti), what contradiction can there be in its being the cause 
of the world? The doctrine of Sakti is set aside by itself through the 
admission of Brahman. 


1 S.B. 2.2.43, p. 574; Bh. B. 2.2.39 (written as 2.2.43), p. 129; $k. B. 2.2.40, 
116, Parte 7 and 8. 
2 Sri. B. 2.2.40, p. 115, Part 2. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


The term "or" has the meaning ‘but’. Sakti is the abode of a 
mass of natural attributes like knowledge, strength and the rest, 
independent by nature of anything else, and self-relying. “If there 
be the existence,” i.e. admission, “‘of knowledge and so on”, in this 
manner, on the other hand, then “there is no denial of that", i.e. its 
causality is not denied. In this aphorism: “And endowed with all 
(attributes)'" (Br. Si. 2.1.29), there is designated a Deity, knowable 
through all the Vedantas, and it is He that is admitted by you. He is 
not the power (Sakti) of any one, He is the Highest Deity, denoted by 
the word ‘Brahman’ and so on. The sense is that the doctrine of 
Sakti defeats itself. 

COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


The criticism of the Pafica-ratra doctrine continued: viz. (Even) 
if there be the existence of knowledge, there is no setting aside of that 
(viz. of the above objection)". That is, even if be said that Samkarsana 
and the rest are not the individual soul and so on, but divine beings, 
endowed with supreme knowledge and the rest, still then the objection 
stated before, viz. the impossibility of origination, remains in force.1 


Ramanuja 


This is sütra 41 in his commentary. According to him this sütra 
and the next set forth the correct conclusion against the above prima 
facie view, and defend the Pafíca-ràtra doctrine. Thus, it means: 
“If (Samkarsana and the rest be) of the nature of knowledge and so 
on (i.e. of the Highest Lord), there is no contradiction of that". That 
is, the Pafica-ratra doctrine is not that individual soul arises from the 
Lord, the mind from the individual soul, and so on, but simply that the 
Highest Lord, viz. Vasudeva, out of kindness for people, abides in a 
four-fold form, so that He may be easily accessible to His devotees.? 


Srikantha 


This is sütra 41 in his commentary as well. He takes it to be a 
prima facie view, viz. “If there be the assumption of intelligence and 
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1 S.B. 2.2.44, pp. 574 ff.; Bh. B. 2.2.40 (written 2.2.44), p. 129. 
2 Sri. B. 2.2.41, pp. 116-117, Part 2. 
25 


(so. 2. 2. 45. 
386 VEDANTA-PARIJATA-SAURABHA ADH. 8.] 


so on (i.e. of the forms of the individual soul and so on), there is no 
contradiction of that". That is, the opponents point out that they 
do not hold that there is the origin of the individual soul and the rest, 
but simply that Samkarsana and the rest assume the forms of the 
individual soul, etc., ie. rule them. Hence the above objection 
cannot be raised.! 
Baladeva 

Interpretation different: “If (the body of the Lord be of the) 
nature of intelligence and the rest, there is no contradiction of that". 
That is, if the prima facie objector points out that although the Lord 
cannot have a material body, yet He may have a non-material body 
composed of knowledge and so on, then we reply that if the Lord of 
the Saktas be possessed of such a body, then we have no objection to 
their view, since it becomes identical with our doctrine of Brahman. 


SÜTRA 45 


* AND ON ACCOUNT OF CONTRADICTION.” 


Vedanta- parijata-saurabha 


And on account of being opposed to Scripture and Smrti, the 
doctrine of Sakti is unauthoritative. 


Here ends the second quarter of the second chapter in the Vedanta- 
párijáta-saurabha, an interpretation of the Sáriraka-mImàms& 
texts, and composed by the reverend Nimbarka. 


Vedáünta-kaustubha 


And because of being opposed to the following scriptural and 
Smrti texts: ‘Person, verily, is all this’ (Svet. 3.15), 'Supreme is 
His power, declared to be of manifold; natural is the operation of 
His knowledge and strength’ (Svet. 6.8), ‘I am the origin of all, 
everything originates from me ”’ ' (Gita 10.8), and so on, the doctrine of 
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1 $k. B. 2.2.41, p. 116, Parts 7 and 8. 
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the causality of Sakti is not to be accepted by one who is desirous of 
salvation. Hence, it is established that the concordance of the 
scriptural texts with regard to Brahman, Lord Krsna, the lord of all 
and the soul of all, is not contradicted by anything whatsoever. 


Here ends the séction entitled “Impossibility of origin" (8). 

Here ends the second quarter of the second chapter in the Vedanta- 
kaustubha, a commentary on the Sariraka-mimamsi, and composed 
by the reverend Srinivasa, dwelling under the lotus-feet of the holy 
Nimbarka, the teacher and founder of the sect of the venerable 
Sanatkumára. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


Criticism of the Pafica-r&tra doctrine concluded: "(The Pafica- 
ratra doctrine is to be rejected), because it is full of (inner) contradic- 
tions; and (because it contains passages opposed to the Veda)”’.1 


Ramanuja 


Right conclusion, in defence of the Pajica-ratra doctrine, ends 
here: “(The above objection cannot be raised) on account of the 
contradiction (i.e. becasue the Pafica-ritra doctrine itself controverts 
that the individual soul has an origin’’.2 


Bhaskara 


This sütra is not found in his commentary. 


Srikantha 


Criticism of the Pafica-r&tra doctrine concluded: "(In reply to the 
above prima facie view, we point out although the contradiction with 
regard to the origin of the individual soul and the rest set aside by 
the above view, yet the Paiica-ratra doctrine is not to be accounted) 


on account of its opposition (to Scripture).® 

DOINSSO RON REC MN EE Sees aa i te 
1 S.B. 2.2.45, pp. 575-76. 
2 Sri. B. 2.2.42, pp. 117 ff., Part 2. 
3 Sk. B. 2.2.42, pp. 116-119, Parts 7 and 8. 
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Résumé 


The second section of the second chapter contains :— 


45 sütras and 8 adhikaranas, according to Nimbàrka ; 
45 sütras and 8 adhikaranas, according to Samkara ; 
42 sütras and 8 adhikaranas, according to Rámànuja; 
40 sütras and 8 adhikaranas, according to Bhaskara ; 
42 sütras and 8 adhikaranas, according to Srikantha; 
45 sütras and 8 adhikaranas, according to Baladeva. 


Ramanuja and Srikantha read sütras 1 and 2 in Nimbarka’s 
commentary as one sūtra; and omit sütras 31 and 38 in Nimbarka- 
bhasya. 


er te ES 


SECOND CHAPTER (Adhyaya) 
THIRD QUARTER (Pada) 


Adhikarana 1: The section entitled “The 
ether". (Sütras 1-6) 


PRIMA FACIE VIEW (Sütra 1) 


SÜTRA 1 


“THE ETHER (DOES) NOT (ORIGINATE), ON ACCOUNT OF NON- 
MENTION IN SCRIPTURE." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


That there is no contradiction in our own view has been proved by 
means of the views of the opponents. Now, it is being proved that 
there is no mutual non-contradiction among the scriptural texts. 

“The ether" does “not”? originate. Why? Because in the 
Chàndogya its origin is not mentioned. 


Veddanta-kaustubha 


Thus, having demonstrated that the views of the opponents are 
based on a mere semblance of (and not real) reason, now with a view 
to generating intense reverence for Brahman, the cause of the world, 
on the part of those who are desirous of salvation, (the author) is 
demonstrating the origin of the ether and the rest, His effects, as well 
as the mutual consistency among the scriptural texts (about them). 

On the doubt, viz. whether the ether originates or not, the prima 
facie view is as fóllows: “The ether" does not originate. Why? 
“On account of non-mention in Scripture." Thus in the Chandogya, 
the creation of three only—viz. light, water and food, without the 
ether and the air, is mentioned in the section concerned about creation 
in the passage beginning: ‘He created that Light’ (Chand. 6.2.3). 
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CORRECT CONCLUSION (Sütra 2) 
SÜTRA 2 


“But (THERE) IS (A TEXT DESIGNATING THE ORIGIN OF THE 
ETHER)." 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 
In the Taittirlyaka, there “is” a text designating the origin of 
the ether, viz. ‘From the soul the ether originated’ (Tait. 2.11). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 
To this we reply: 
The term “but” implies the acceptance of the correct conclusion. 
If it be objected that in the Chandogya there is no text about the 
origin of ether, (we reply:) in the Taittiriya there “is” a text designat- 
ing the origin of the ether, viz. “From this soul, verily, the ether 
originated (Tait. 2.1). 


PRIMA FACIE VIEW (Sütras 3-4) 
SOTRA 3 


"(THE TEXT ABOUT THE ORIGIN OF THE ETHER IS) METAPHORICAL, 

ON ACCOUNT OF IMPOSSIBILITY, AND ON ACCOUNT OF SCRIPTURAL 

TEXT." 

Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 

Because the origin of the ether, which is without parts, is 
impossible, and also because of the scriptural text: ‘The air and the 
atmosphere—this is mortal’ (Brh. 2.3.32)—the text: ‘The ether 
originated’ (Tait. 2.1) is “metaphorical”. 


Veddanta-kaustubha 


Thus, intending to remove the apparent contradictions among 
those scriptural texts which designate the origin of the ether and those 
which do not, His Holiness here raises a doubt based on the view of 
those who hold that the ether does not originate. 

An objection may be raised: The scriptural text designating the 
origin of the ether, viz. ‘From this soul, verily, the ether originated’. 
(Tait. 2.1), can be (only) “metaphorical”, just as in ordinary life, 


1 8, R, Bh, Sk, B. 2 §, R, Bh, Sk, B. 
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the statement: ‘The ether acts’ is metaphorical. The reason for this 
is: “on account of impossibility”, i.e. because the origin of the ether 
which without parts is impossible, seeing that the earth and the rest 
alone, which are possessed of parts, can originate from the atoms of 
the same class. The second reason is: “on account of scriptural 
text”, i.e. on account of the scriptural text: ‘The air and the atmos- 
phere—this is immortal’ (Brh. 2.3.3). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bháüskara 


They divide this sūtra into two different sütras—viz. “Gauny 
asambhavat”’ and “Sabdac ca". 1 


PRIMA FACIE VIEW (concluded) 
SOTRA 4 


* AND THERE MAY BE (THE USE) OF THE SAME (TERM ‘ORIGINATED’ 

IN TWO DIFFERENT SENSES), AS IN THE CASE OF THE WORD 

'BRAHMAN '." 

Vedàanta- parijáta-saurabha 

But the same term ‘originated’ “may be" used in a metaphorical 
sense with reference to the ether, and in a literal sense with reference to 
the subsequent (elements),? as in the case ot: “Desire to enquire 
after Brahman by austerity, austerity is Brahman ” (Tait. 3.2 3). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be objected: How can one and the same word ‘originated’ 
be used in a metaphorical sense with reference to the ether, and in a 
literal sense with teference to what follows, we reply: 

Just as inthe text: ‘Desire to know Brahman by austerity, austerity 
is Brahman’ (Tait. 3.2), the word ‘Brahman’ is used in a figurative 
sense in reference to austerity, but in a literal sense as the object to be 


1 S.B., pp. 579-80; Bh. B., p. 130. 
2 Viz. the air, fire, water, earth, etc. mentioned in Tait. 2.1 subsequently 
to the ether. That is, the expression ‘The ether originates’ is to be understood 
metaphorically, while the expressions ‘The air originates’ and the rest literally. 
3 S, Bh, Sk, B. 
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enquired into; so one and the same word ‘originated’ may be used in 
a figurative sense in reference to the ether, and in a literal sense in 
reference to what follows. 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (Sütra 5) 
SOTRA 5 


"(THERE IS) NON-ABANDONMENT OF THE INITIAL PROPOSITION, ON 
ACCOUNT OF NON-SEPARATION (KNOWN) FROM SCRIPTURAL TEXT.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“On account of the non-separation" of the mass of objects, 
beginning with the ether, from Brahman, there is no contradiction 
of the “initial proposition", viz. that there is the knowledge of all 
through the knowledge of one. But if the ether be something non- 
originated, then it must be outside the sphere of knowable objects, and 
thereby the initial proposition will be set aside. The non-separation 
of everything from Brahman is known “from the scriptural text", viz. 
‘Everything has that for its soul’ (Chand. 6.8.71), and so on. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The author states the correct conclusion. 

The Taittiriya-text, designating the origin of the ether, is literal 
and not figurative for the following reason : If the origin of the universe, 
beginning with the ether, be admitted, then “on account of the non- 
separation" or non-difference of the effect, or of the entire expanse of 
the universe beginning with the ether, from the object to be known, 
the cause, viz. Brahman,—as of the leaf from the tree,—then alone, 
there will be “non-abandonment”’ or acceptance of the initial pro- 
position, viz. that there is the knowledge of all through the knowledge 
of one, stated in the passage ‘Whereby the unheard becomes heard, 
unthought becomes thought' (Chànd. 6.1.3); otherwise, the initial 
proposition will be abandoned. 

The cause of non-separation is: “On account of scriptural text”, 
i.e. on account of the texts: “The existent alone, my dear, was this in 
the beginning, one only, without a second’ (Chand. 6.2.1), ‘Every- 


P eod 


1 §, Bh, B. 


[s0. 2. 3. 6. 
ADH. 1.] VEDANTA-PARIJATA-SAURABHA 393. 


The allegation stated under the aphorism: ‘Metaphorical, on 
account of impossibility and on account of scriptural text’ (Br. Si. 
2.3.3), viz. that the origin of what is without parts being impossible, 
the scriptural text designating the origin of the ether is metaphorical,— 
is not tenable, since reasoning has no scope with regard to matters 
-which are beyond the cognizance of the senses and are determined by 
Scripture. But howcanthenthe text: ‘The air and the atmosphere— 
this is immortal’ (Brh. 2.3.3) be accountable? In this passage the 
permanency of the ether is established on the analogy of the statement 
‘The gods are immortal’, and hence the immortality of the ether fits in. 

The allegation made under the aphorism: “And there may be 
(the use) of the same (term in two different senses), as in the case of 
the word 'Brahman'" (Br. Si. 2.3.4), too, is not tenable, since the 
word ‘Brahman’ being mentioned twice, the example is not to the 
point. 

COMPARISON 
Rāmānuja and Srikantha 


They break this sūtra into two parts—viz. “ Pratijüáhànir . . . 
and “Sabdebhyah ". The meaning of the last portion is different, viz. 
(That the ether has an origin is known) from scriptural text (also).? 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (end) 
SÜTRA 6 


“BUT AS FAR AS THERE IS EFFECT, THERE IS DIVISION, AS IN 
ORDINARY LIFE." 


Vedanta- parijata-saurabha 


The author concludes: It being established by the texts: 'AII 
this has that for its soul’ (Chand. 6.8.7, etc.3) and the rest that the 


1 In Tait, 2.1, the term ‘originated’ is mentioned only once; while in the 
analogical passage quoted, the term ‘Brahman’ is mentioned twice separately. 
Hence, whileit may be said that of the two separately mentioned words *Brahman' 
one is literal, the other figurative, it cannot be said that the word ‘originated’ 
which is mentioned only once, is simulteneously literal and figurative. 

2 Sri. B. 125, Part 2; Sk. B., pp. 124-125, Parts 7 and 8. 

3 R, Sk, B. 
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entire expanse of the universe, beginning with the ether, has Brahman 
for its soul, it is definitely ascertained that the ether is an effect. 
Likewise, it is known that “as far as there is effect" there is origin 
indeed.1 The non-mention of the ether and the mention of light 
and the rest as objects to be created in the text: “He created that 
light" (Chand. 6.2.3) fit in, “as in ordinary life". In ordinary life, 
when referring to the group of Devadatta’s sons the origin of some 
of them is mentioned, thereby the origin of all the rest is mentioned. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. since in the Chandogya there is no indication 
of the origin of the ether, the scriptural text designating origin is 
metaphorical,—(the author) replies: 

The term “but” is for disposing'of the objection. ‘As far as 
there is effect", ie. the entire expanse of the universe, there is 
"division" indeed. The Chandogya texts, viz. ' '* The existent, alone, 
my dear, was this in the beginning’’’ (Chand. 6.2.1), and ' '* Whereby 
the unheard becomes heard, the unthought becomes thought, the 
unknown known"' (Chand. 6.1.3) designate (respectively) that 
everything, beginning with the ether, and denoted by the term ‘this’ 
consisted of the cause in essence prior to creation; and is knowable 
through the knowledge of the cause. Hence, in the Chandogya the 
"division", i.e. the origin, of the entire expanse of the universe, 
beginning with the ether, from the cause, is indeed stated. 

To the enquiry: Why then the origin of the light and the rest 
alone is mentioned, without any mention of the ether and the air ?— 
we reply: “As in ordinary life". Just as in ordinary life, through 
‘the mention of the origin of some sons of a person, there may be the 
mention of the origin of all the rest, so through the statement of the 
origin of light and the rest, the origin of the ether and so on, too, 
is indeed mentioned. Hence, it is established that the ether has 
Brahman for its material cause. 


Here ends the section entitled “The ether" (1). 


1 T.e. whatever is an effect has an origin. 
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COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhāskara 


This is sütra 7 in their commentaries. The interpretation of the 
word ''vibhàga" is different. According to them it means ‘division’, 
and not “origin ’’ as held by Nimbarka. Thus they argue:— 

Whatever is an effect is divided. 
The ether is divided (from the earth and so on). 
.. the ether is an effect. 


But Nimbárka argues :— 
Whatever is an effect has an origin. 
The ether is an effect. 

.". the ether has an origin. 

Thus, they establish what Nimbarka assumes (viz. that the 
ether is an effect). 

The interpretation of the phrase: “As in ordinary life" too is 
different, viz. they connect it with the preceding part of the sütra, 
meaning—In ordinary life we observe that whatever is an effect is 
divided. 


Adhikarana 2: The section entitled “The Air". 
(Sütra 7) 
SOTRA 7 


* HEREBY (THE ORIGIN OF) THE AIR (TOO) 18 EXPLAINED." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 
By this principle of the origin of the ether, the air, too, is explained. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Some may attribute eternity to the air on the ground of the texts: 
‘The air and the atmosphere—this is immortal’ (Brh. 2.3.2), ‘The 
divinity which does not set is the air’ (Brh. 1.5.22) an so on. For 
disposing of this (view), the author says now: 

“Hereby’’, i.e. by the establishment of the origin of the ether, 
the origin of the “air”, too, should be known to be “explained”, 


p—— (——————— € EET — 


1 S.B. 2.3.7, p. 586; Bh. B. 2.3.7, p. 131. 
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the refutation of the prima facie view being the same (in both cases). 
The denial of the dissolution (of the air) by the phrase ‘does not set" 
is (only) relative. Hence, it is established that the air has an origin. 


Here ends the section entitled “The Air" (2). 


Adhikarana 3: The section entitled “Non- 
origination’, (Sütra 8) 


SÜTRA 8 


“BUT THERE IS NON-ORIGINATION OF THE EXISTENT BEING, ON 
ACCOUNT OF IMPOSSIBILITY.” 


Vedàanta-parijata-saurabha 


There is indeed ‘non-origination’’, i.e. non-production, ''of the 
existent being’’, i.e. of Brahman, because the origin of the cause of the 
world is impossible. 

Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now the author is removing the suspicion, viz. If even the ether 
and the air, designated by Scripture as immortal, be originated, then 
there may be the origin of Brahman too. 

There is indeed ''non-origin", i.e. no birth, of Brahman, the 
Highest Person. Why? “On account of impossibility,” i.e. because 
the origin of the cause of all is impossible,—otherwise, there must be 
a cause of that too, a cause of that too and so on, and there must be 
an infinite regress ;—because (He) is declared to be the cause of all by 
the text: ‘He is the cause, the cause of the lord of causes’ 1 (Svet. 
6.9); and because any other cause is excluded by the passage: 'Of 
him there is no producer and lord’ (Svet. 6.9). For this very reason, 
it is established that there is no origin of the Supreme Person, who is 
ever-present and unborn indeed, though declared by Scripture to be 


1 Correct quotation: “Karnddhipddhipa’’, meaning ‘The Lord of the lord 
of sense-organs, (viz. the individual soul)’. Vide Svet. 6.9, p. 70. 
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manifold for the sake of producing effects, thus: * Being unborn, he 
appears manifold’ (Vj. S. 31.1951; Tait. Ar. 3.13.15 2). 


Here ends the section entitled ‘“Non-origination " (3). 


COMPARISON 
Bhaskara 


This is sütra 9 in his commentary. Interpretation absolutely 
different, viz.: But (if it be objected that qualities like touch, sound, 
etc., as well as space, time, number, size, etc., are not declared by 
Scripture to have an origin, and hence they must all be eternal,— 
then we reply: The eternity of what is existent (viz. qualities, etc.) 
is impossible, because of the non-fitting in (i.e. non-utility) (of the 
scriptural texts to declare their origin). That is, it is not at all 
necessary for Scripture to designate separately the origin of these 
qualities, etc. since it is quite sufficient to designate the origin of the 
objects alone, that implying the origin of the qualities simultaneously. 
Similarly, time is nothing but the motion of the sun and hence its 
origin, though not mentioned separately, is implied by the mention 
of the origin of the sun. Likewise the other things are to be explained. 
In conclusion Bhaskara criticizes Samkara’s interpretation of the 
sütra,—which is identical with Nimbarka's.3 


Adhikarana 4: The section entitled "The 
light". (Sütras 9-13) 
PRIMA FACIE VIEW (Sütras 9-12) 
SÜTRA 9 
"HENCE THE LIGHT (ORIGINATES FROM THE AIR), FOR THUS 
(SCRIPTURE) DECLARES.” 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“The light" originates from the air, in accordance with the 
scriptural text: ‘Fire from the air’ (Tait. 2.1 4). 


n—— —————————— 
amem: ——— c —ÀÀ X mm ema OC 


1 P. 857, line 17. Reading “‘vijdyate”’. ? P. 201. Reading op. cit. 
3 Bh. B. 2.2.9, pp. 131-32. * S, R, Bh, Sk, B. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been pointed out above that everything except Brahman 
has origin, and that Brahman is untouched by the faults of producible- 
ness and the rest. Now, the problem is being considered, viz. whether 
each preceding object, or Brahman, its inner soul, is the cause of each 
succeeding object, to be produced successively. 

On the doubt, viz. whether the light originates from the air or 
from Brahman, its (viz. the air’s) inner soul,—the prima facie view 
is as follows: The light is an effect. Hence, it originates from the 
immediate cause air. The prima facie objector points out the authority 
for this thus: The Taittiriya text ‘From the air fire’ (Tait. 2.1) 
“declares that” alone. 

COMPARISON 


Samkara, Bhāskara and Baladeva 


This is sütra 10 in the commentaries of the first two. They do 
not take this sütra as laying down a prima facie view, but as the correct 
conclusion. It means, therefore: “‘The light (does not arise directly 
from the Lord, but from the air), for thus (Scripture) declares ”.1 


PRIMA FACIE VIEW (continued) 
SUTRA 10 


“WATER (ORIGINATES FROM THE LIGHT). 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“Water” originates from light, in accordance with the scriptural 
text: ‘Water from fire’ (Tait. 2.1 2). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The phrase: ‘Hence, for thus’ is to be supplied here. Hence, i.e. 
on account of the very proximity, water originates from light. The 
scriptural text: ‘Water from fire’ (Tait. 2.18) declares that very 
thing. l 


S.B. 2.3.10, p. 694; Bh. B. 2.3.10, p. 132; G.B. 2.3.9. 
S, R, Bh, Sk, B. 
Op. cst. 
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[s0. 2. 3. 11-12. | 
ADH. 4.] VEDANTA-PARIJATA-SAURABHA 309 
COMPARISON 
Samkara, Bhaskara and Baladeva 


This is sütra 11 in the commentaries of the first two. As before 
they do not take this as a prima facie sūtra, but as a siddhanta one, 
meaning: “Water (originates from light)’’.1 


PRIMA FACIE VIEW (continued) 
SUTRA 11 


“THE EARTH (ORIGINATES FROM WATER).”’ 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 
The earth originates from water, in accordance with the scriptural 
text: ‘They (viz. waters) created food’ (Chand. 6.2.4 2). 
Vedanta-kaustubha 


The earth originates from water. The scriptural text: ‘Those 
waters thought: “May we procreate". They created food’ (Chand. 
6.2.4) declares this. Similarly, it should be known that everywhere 
the origin of the effect takes place from the immediately preceding 
cause. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara, Bhaskara and Baladeva 


This sutra is not found in their commentaties. 


PRIMA FACIE VIEW (concluded) 
SUTRA 12 
“(THE WORD ‘FOOD’ DENOTES) THE EARTH, ON ACCOUNT OF 
SUBJECT-MATTER, COLOUR AND ANOTHER SCRIPTURAL TEXT.” 
Vedànta-pàrijáta-saurabha 


By the term ‘food’ “the earth” is denoted, because the subject- 
matter is the (creation of the) great elements; because its colour is. 


an mansn ana AMU MArie ROE EE RN EEE Rs a Syna 


2 R, Sk. 
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declared by the scriptural text: ‘What is black is of the food’ 
(Chand. 6.4.11); and, finally, because of another scriptural text: 
‘The earth from water’ (Tait. 2.1 2). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Incidentally, the meaning of the word ‘food’, mentioned in the 
scriptural text: ‘They created the food’ (Chand. 6.2.4), is being 
indicated through the prima facie objector himself. In accordance 
with the complementary text, viz. ‘Wherever it rains, then there is 
plenty of food’ (Chand. 6.2.4), rice, barley, and the like are not 
ment by the word ‘food’, but the earth alone is the object denoted by 
the word ‘food’. Why? ‘On account of subject-matter, colour, and 
another scriptural text,’ that is, because in accordance with the text: 
“He created that light, He created that water’ (Chand. 6.2.3), 
the subject-matter here is the origin of the great element; because in 
the complementary passage: ‘That which is the red colour of fire is 
the colour of the light; that which is white is of water, that which is 
black is of the food’ (Chand. 6.4.1) the colour (of the earth is men- 
tioned); and because there are other scriptural texts occurring in 
connection with the same topic, viz. ‘Water from fire, the earth from 
water’ (Tait. 2.1), ‘What was the froth of the earth became solidified. 
‘That became the earth’ (Brh. 1.2.2). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara, Bhaskara and Baladeva 


This is sütra 12 in the commentaries of the first two, and sütra 11 
in the commentary of the last. Interpretation same, though not a 
prima facie view. 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (Sütra 13) 
SÜTRA 13 
“Bur ON ACCOUNT OF HIS DESIRE, ON ACCOUNT OF HIS MARK, 
HE (IS THE CREATOR)." 


Vedanta -parijata-saurabha 


The author states the correct conclusion. ‘On account of His 
desire," viz. ‘ '* May I be many ”’ (Chand. 6.2.3), as well as on account 


1 S, R, Bh, Sk, B. 2 R, Bh, Sk, B. 
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of the scriptural text teaching Him,—the Supreme Person, their inner 
soul, is the creator of their effects. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The author states the correct conclusion. 

The prima facie view is rejected by the term “but”. “He” 
alone, i.e. Lord Vasudeva, the supreme cause and the Lord of all and 
the inner soul of the air and the rest, is the creator of the effects like 
light andthe rest. Why? “‘On account of His desire, " i.e. on account 
of the desire, or resolve, of Him, or of the Highest Person, viz.: ‘ “May 
I be many’’’ (Chand. 6.2.3); (and) “On account of His mark", 
i.e. on account of the group of texts teaching Him, viz.: ‘Abiding 
within the earth’ (Brh. 3.7.3), ‘He who abiding within water’ 
(Brh. 3.7.4), ‘He who abiding within the light’ (Brh. 3.7.14), 
‘He who abiding within the air’ (Brh. 3.7.7) ‘He who abiding 
within the ether’ (Brh. 3.7.12), “That itself created itself’ (Tait. 
2.7) and soon. Hereby it should be known that in the passages: ‘That 
light thought’ (Chand. 6.2.3), “Those waters perceived’ (Chand. 
6.2.4) and so on too, the thinking of the Supreme Being alone (is 
mentioned). Hence, it is established that no independent creatorship 
belongs to anything else,—it is the Supreme Soul alone who is the 
primary creator everywhere. 


Here ends the section entitled “The light” (4). 


COMPARISON 
All others read “Tad-abhidhyanad eva tu", adding an "eva". 


Samkara, Bhaskara and Srikaytha 

Interpretation same, though they do not take this sütra as 
answering to a prima facie view. This sitra, according to them, 
removes the suspicion, that might have arisen from the above designa- 
tion of the successive production of elements, viz. that the elements 
give rise to other elements by themselves. The fact is that it is the 
Lord himself abiding within those elements that gives rise to the 
next effect. 


1 S.B. 2.3.13, pp. 598 ff.; Bh. B. 2.3.13, p. 133; G.B. 2.3.12. 
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Adhikarana 65: The section entitled “The 
reverse’. (Sütra 14) 


SÜTRA 14 


“BUT THE ORDER (OF DISSOLUTION) (IS) REVERSE TO THAT, AND 
(THIS) FITS IN.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The order of dissolution is reverse ‘‘to that’’, i.e. to the order of 
creation”, in accordance with the scriptural text: ‘The earth merged 
in water’ (Subála 2.41). “And” this "fits in" on the principle of 
salt and water. 

Vedanta-kaustubha 

Thus, the order of the origin of elements has been determined in 
brief. Now, incidentally, their order of dissolution is being determined. 

On the doubt as to whether the order of dissolution is the same as 
the order of creation, or reverse, the suggestion being: Since even 
when the prior created object is destroyed, the posterior one is possible, 
(dissolution takes place) through the same order as that of origination 
alone.— 

(The author) states the correct conclusion: “But the order is 
reverse to that”. The order of dissolution must be understood to be 
the “reverse” “to that”, i.e. to the order of the origination of objects, 
which is mentioned in Scripture in the text: ‘From this soul, verily, 
the ether originated, from the ether the air, from the air the fire, 
from the fire water, from water the earth’ (Tait. 2.1), ‘“ What was, 
then, existent?" He said, to them: ‘‘ Neither being, nor non-being, 
nor being and non-being. From him darkness arises, from darkness 
bhüt&di? from bhütüdi the ether, from the ether the air, from 
the air the fire, from the fire water, from water the earth. 
That egg arose'"' (Subāla 1.1-3); and which is established by a 
thousand Smrti passages, viz. "The divinity is without beginning and 
without end, likewise, indivisible, ageless, immortal; celebrated to be 
unmanifest, constant, likewise undecaying, and immortal; sprung 
up from whom beings are born and die. "That divinity first created 
what is called mahat from name, the great ahamkara as well. Mahat 


1 P. 465. 
3 Or the t@masa ahamkdra. Vide V.R.M., p. 25. 
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created ahamküra. Then the Lord, the Master, who is the support of 
all elements, (created) what is celebrated to be the ether. From the 
ether originated water, from water fire and air, then from the conjunc- 
tion of fire and air the earth originated’, and so on. And this “fits 
in" on the ground of the scriptural text: ‘The earth merges in water, 
water merges in the. fire, the fire merges in the air, the air merges in 
the ether, the ether into the sense-organs, the sense-organs in the 
subtle essences, the subtle essences in bhitadi, bhütàdi in mahat, 
mahat in the unmanifest’ (Subàla 2.4); on the ground of the following, 
Smrti passage, viz. "The earth, the support of the world, merges, 
divine sage, in water, water merges in the fire, the fire merges in 
the air' ; and on the ground of observing salt, ice and the like to be 
dissolved into water. What is not mentioned, by the text about 
creation, in the order of the origination of prakrti, mahat, ahamkara, 
the ether and so on, is to be supplied from the text about dissolution; 
ie. the construction is: “The ether (merges in) the sense-organs, the 
sense-organs in the subtle essences, the subtle essences in bhitadi’. 
The ether merges in the subtle essences, the subtle essences merge in 
bhütàdi, i.e. in tàmasa ahamkara, the sense-organs in sense-organs, i.e. 
in the rájasa ahamkàra,—since here by the word ‘sense-organ’ 
ahamkara is understood there being non-difference between cause and 
effect. The plural number, viz. ‘subtle essences’ is meant for showing 
that the dissolution of the earth and the rest takes place through the 
subtle essences of smell and the rest. On account of the three-foldness 
of ahamkàra, the plural number, viz. ‘In the sense-organs', has been 
used. Thus, it is established that dissolution, taking place in the 
above inverted order, is not contradicted by anything whatsoever. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘‘The reverse" (5). 


COMPARISON 
Rāmānuja and Baladeva 


This is sütra 15 in Ramanuja’s commentary. He does not begin 
a new adhikarana here, concerned with the order of dissolution, but 
continues the topic of the order of evolution. Thus the sütra means 
according to him: And the order (of the origination of the vital- 
breath and the rest), on the contrary, (stated) in a reverse order (to 


(sd. 2. 3. 15. 
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the real order of succession) fits in (only if there be the origination of 
all effects directly) from thence (i.e. Brahman). 

That is, in Scripture we have many passages which designate the 
vital-breath and the rest as rising directly from Brahman, in opposition 
to the real order of evolution, viz. prakrti, mahat, and so on; and 
these texts are explicable only on the supposition that everything really 
arises from Brahman directly.! 

This is sūtra 13 in Baladeva's commentary, who follows Ramanuja 
exactly with the difference that he takes this sütra as constituting an 
adhikarana by itself.? 

Srikantha 

This is sütra 15 in his commentary, reading different, viz. 
substitutes ' páramparyena"', in place of “‘viparyyayena’’. Interpre- 
tation too different, viz. he begins a new adhikarana here, ending with 
the next sütra, and concerned with the question of the origin of sense- 
organs, mind and the like, —which according to Nimbàrka begins with 
the next sütra.9 


Adhikarana 6: The section entitled "Knowledge 
which intervenes”. (Sūtra 15) 


SOTRA 15 


“IF IT BE OBJECTED THAT KNOWLEDGE AND MIND (MUST BE 
PLACED) BETWEEN (BRAHMAN AND THE ELEMENTS) ON AOCOUNT 
OF ITS INDICATION (IN SORIPTURAL TEXT), (AND THAT THE ABOVE 
ORDER OF OREATION IS SET ASIDE) BY (THIS) ORDER, (WE REPLY :) 
NO, ON ACCOUNT OF NON-DIFFERENCE.' 


Vedànta-pàrijáta-saurabha 


If it be objected: “On account of the indication ", viz. ‘From 
him arise the vital-breath, the mind, and all the sense-organs’ (Mund. 
2.1.3 4), “knowledge and mind" must be between Brahman and the 
elements; and “by the order" obtained in this way the above- 
mentioned order is contradicted,— 


1 Sri. B. 2.3.15, p. 131, Part 2. 
2 G.B. 2.3.13, p. 177, Chap. 2. 
3 Sk. B. 2.3.15, pp. 135-36, Parts 7 and 8. * &, R, B, Sk, B. 
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(We reply:) "no", because the above text is not concerned with 
a specific order, and because the text: ‘From him arise the vital- 
breath, the mind and all sense-organs’ (Mund. 2.1.3) (is concerned 
with laying down only) “the non-difference" of the origin of knowledge 
and mind as well as of the ether and the rest from Brahman alone. 
In the text under discussion, viz.: 'From this soul, verily, the ether 
originated' (Tait. 2.12), establishing the order of the creation of ele- 
ments,—in between the soul and the ether, the categories of the unmani- 
fest, mahat and ahamkára, well-known from texts concerned with the 
orders of creation and dissolution and figuratively implied by the 
phrase "knowledge and mind" (in the sütra), are to be known,—so 
much in brief. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


With a view to encouraging meditation, and generating reverence 
for Brahman, Lord Vasudeva, the place from which the world emanates 
and into which it enters; as well as for generating an aversion to the 
world, the orders of creation and dissolution have been determined. 
Now, the order of the origin of knowledge and mind, which promote 
meditation, is being established in harmony with the order of the 
origin of elements. 

If it be objected: The above-mentioned order of the origin of 
elements is set aside by the order of the origin of knowledge and mind. 
Thus, knowledge is that through which a thing is known, i.e. sense- 
organ. The sense-organs and the mind must be in between Brahman 
and the elements. Why? “On account of its indication.” An 
indication (linga) or a mark is that through which something is painted, 
i.e. known, an indication of that, i.e. of creation, on account of that; 4 
that is, on account of the scriptural text indicating their creation, 
viz. ‘From him arise the vital-breath, the mind, and all sense- 
organs, the ether, the air, the fire, water and the earth, the support 
of all’ (Mund. 2.1.3). Hence the above-mentioned order is set aside 
by it.— 


1 I.e. the above Mund. text simply shows that just as the ether, etc. rise from 
Brahman, so exactly do the sense-organs, the mind, etc. too,—but does not lay 
down a definite order of creation. See V.K. below. 

2 Not quoted by others in this connection. 

3 Roots/ling == to paint. 

4 This explains the compound “tal-lingdt”’. 
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(We reply: “No”. Why? “On account of non-difference,’’ 
i.e. because of the non-difference of the origin of knowledge and mind, 
as well as of the ether and the rest, from Brahman alone. The text: 
‘From him arise the vital-breath’ (Mund. 2.1.3) and so on simply 
points out that there is the origin of all from Brahman, and is not set 
aside by the above-mentioned order. In the very same manner, 
scriptural texts like: ‘He created the vital-breath, from the vital- 
breath reverence, the ether, the air, the fire, water, the earth, the sense- 
organs, the -mind, food’ (Prasna 6.4) and so on, designate that every- 
thing arises from Brahman, and do not set forth a particular order. 
The meaning of the word 'vital-breath' in the passage: ‘From him 
arise the vital-breath, the mind and all sense-organs' (Mund. 2.1.3) 
wil become clear later on.! And, thus it is established that in the 
aphorism: “But there is” (Br. Sü. 2.3.2), only a portion (of the real 
order of creation) has been mentioned by the author of the aphorisms. 
So, in the abridged texts designating the order of the origination of 
elements, such as: ‘From the soul the ether originated’ (Tait. 2.1) 
and so on, the portions not mentioned, viz. prakrti, mahat and the 
rest, established by other texts concerned about creation and dissolu- 
tion, and figuratively implied by the phrase “knowledge and mind” 
(in the siitra), are necessarily understood ; but there is no contradiction 
whatsoever of the texts designating the order of the origination of 
elements by other texts. f 


Here ends the section entitled “Knowledge which intervenes ” (6). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


The interpretation of the word ''aviéeg&t" different, viz. “On 
account of the non-difference (of the organs from the elements)". 
That is, the organs being of the same nature as the elements, the 
origination of the former is the same as that of the latter, and not 
different.? 


1 Vide Br. Sü. 2.4.9. 
3 S.B. 2.3.15, p. 602. 
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Adhikarana 7: The section entitled “The soul". 
(Sütras 16-17) 
SOTRA 16 
“BUT THAT DESIGNATION (OF THE SOUL AS BEING BORN OR DYING) 
MUST DEPEND ON (I.E. REFER TO) THE MOBILE AND IMMOBILE 
(BODIES), (IT IS) METAPHORICAL (IN REFERENCE TO THE SOUL), 
BECAUSE (THERE IS) THE EXISTENCE (OF BIRTH AND DEATH) IF 
THERE BE THE EXISTENCE OF THAT (I.E. THE BODY).” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The nature of the individual soul is being determined now. ‘The 
designation ” like: ‘Devadatta is born and dead’ is metaphorical, and 
as such “depends on the mobile and the immobile",—there being the 
“existence ” of birth and death when there is the “existence” of the 
body. 

Vedanta-kaustubha 

It has been pointed out above that the ether and the rest originate 
from Brahman, the unborn, the highest. Now the problem is being 
considered, viz. whether like them the individual soul, too, is some- 
thing to be produced or not. 

The word ‘soul’ is to be supplied from the immediately following 
aphorism. On the doubt, viz. whether the ‘soul’, i.c. the individual 
soul, originates or not, the prima facie view: viz. In conformity with 
the designation, viz. ‘Devadatta is born and dead’, the soul is born 
and dies,—is disposed of by the term “but”. This conventional 
designation of the origination and dissolution of the soul "must be 
metaphorical”, i.e. is figurative in reference to the individual soul. 
To the enquiry: In reference to what then is it literal ?—(the author) 
replies: “Dependent on the mobile and the immobile”, i.e. it refers to 
the bodies of the movable and the immovable. Why? "Because 
(there is) existence, if there be the existence of that,” i.e. because 
there can be origination and dissolution only if there be the existence 
of that, i.e. the body, in accordance with the scriptural text: ‘This 
person being born and obtaining a body. . . He departing and 
dying’ (Brh. 4.3.8). 

COMPARISON 
Ramanuja 

This is sūtra 17 in his commentary. He does not begin a new 

adhikarana here, but concludes the topic of the order of evolution. 
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He reads both “bhakta” and "abhükta" and gives two explanations 
accordingly. Thus: (1) But the designation which depends on 
(i.e. refers to) the movable and the immovable must be secondary, 
because of being permeated by the being of that (viz. Brahman). 
(Here he reads “bhakta”’.) That is, all the words denoting movable 
and immovable objects are only secondary with regard to those 
objects, but really denote Brahman, since all objects are modes of 
Brahman, (2) or, all the terms denoting movable and immovable 
objects are primary with regard to Brahman, because the denotative 
power of all terms depends on the being of Brahman. (Here he reads 
“abhakta’’.) 1 
Srikantha 

This is sūtra 17 in his commentary as well. He reads “abhakta”’, 
takes this sütra as an adhikarana by itself, and interprets it exactly 
like Rámànuja.? 

Baladeva 

This is sūtra 15 in his commentary. He also reads “abhakta’’, 
takes it as an adhikarana by itself, and interprets on the whole 
like Rāmānuja. Only the interpretation of the word “tad-bhava- 
bhavitvat” is different; viz. “But the designation dependent on (i.e. 
referring to) the movable and the immovable must be primary (with 
regard to the Lord), because that fact (tad-bhava) (viz. the fact that 
all words really denote the Lord) is something that follows in future 
(i.e. is not directly known at once, but is a matter which one comes to 
know after studying Scripture) ”.3 


SÜTRA 17 


"THE SOUL (DOES) NOT (ORIGINATE), ON ACCOUNT OF NON- 
MENTION IN SCRIPTURE, AND ON AOCOUNT OF ETERNITY (KNOWN) 
THEREFROM (I.E. FROM SORIPTURAL TEXTS)." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The individual “soul” does not originate. Why? Because there 
is no text about its having origin by nature; and because from 


1 Srt. B. 2.3.17, pp. 132-33, Part 2. 
2 Sk. B. 2.3.17, pp. 138-39, Parts 7 and 8. 
9 G.B. 2.3.15, pp. 181-82, Chap. 9. 
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the scriptural texts: ‘A wise man is neither born nor dies’ (Katha. 
2.181), ‘Eternal among the eternal’ (Katha. 5.132), ‘An unborn 
one, verily, lies by, enjoying’ (Svet. 4.5 8) and so on, the eternity of 
the individual soul is known. 


^* Veddnta-kaustubha 


If it be argued: In conformity with the texts: ‘One desirous of 
heaven should perform sacrifices’ (Tait. Sam. 2.5.54), etc., which lay 
down the means to attaining lordship in the next world, let the designa- 
tion: ‘Devadatta is born and dead’ refer to the birth and death of 
the body. But like the ether and the rest, birth and death must 
pertain to the individual soul as well at the time of creation and 
dissolution (respectively). Thus there is no conflict whatsoever with 


any text.— 
We reply: "Not, the soul, on account of non-mention in 
Scripture”. The singular number ‘soul’ implies the class,5 in 


accordance with the scriptural text teaching tho plurality of souls, 
viz. ‘Eternal among the eternal, conscious among the conscious’ 
(Katha. 5.13; Svet. 6.13), and in accordance with the aphorism, to be 
mentioned hereafter, viz. “And on account of non-continuity, there 
is no confusion" (Br. Si. 2.3.48). The soul is not born, nor dies. 
Why ? ‘On account of non-mention in Scripture’, i.e. because there 
are no scriptural texts designating the birth and death (of the soul) 
at the time of creation and dissolution; and, because on the contrary, 
“the eternity” of the soul is known “therefrom’’, ie. from the 
scriptural texts like: ' '* Imperishable, verily, O ! is this soul, possessing 
the virtue of being indestructible” ° (Brh. 4.5.14), ‘A wise man is 
neither born, nor dies’ (Katha. 2.8), ‘Eternal among the eternal, the 
conscious among the conscious, the one among the many, who bestows 
objects of desires' (Katha. 5.13; Svet. 6.13), ‘The two unborn ones, 
the knower and the non-knower, the lord and the non-lord’ (Svet. 
1.9), ‘One unborn one, verily, lies by, enjoying. Another unborn one 
leaves her who has been enjoyed’ (Svet. 4.5) and so on; as well as 
from the following Smrti passages, viz. ‘ “‘ Nor at any time, verily, was 


1 S, R, Sk, B. 2 R, Sk, B. 
3 Not quoted by others. 4 P. 208, line 27, vol. 2. 
5 And not that there is only one soul. 
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I not, nor you, nor these lords of men; nor, verily, shall we ever not 
be hereafter” °’ (Gita 2.12), ‘‘‘ Unborn, eternal, constant and ancient, 
he is not killed when the body is killed’’’ (Gita 2.20), ' '* Who knows 
him to be imperishable, eternal, unborn and immutable, how can that 
man kill one, O Pártha, or cause one to be killed?’’’ (Gità 2.21) 
and so on. 

If it be objected: There are scriptural texts designating the 
origin of the world together with the sentient, such as, ‘All come 
forth from this soul’, ‘Born of whom, the progenitress of the universe 
let loose the souls with water on the earth’ (Mahànàr. 1.4), ‘The 
lord of beings created beings’ (Tait. Br. 1.1.10, 11) ‘ “All these beings, 
my dear, have Being as their root, Being as their abode, Being as their 
support” ' (Chand. 6.8.4), “ ‘From whom, verily, these beings arise, 
through whom they live when born, to whom they go and enter" ' 
(Tait. 3.1) and so on. Hence, the denial of birth and death of the 
individual soul is not reasonable. For this very reason, the initial 
proposition that through the knowledge of one there is the knowledge 
of all, is established ,— 

(We reply:) “No”, because the quoted texts teach that individual 
soul has an origin, which (is not actual origin, but simply) consists in 
the expansion of its knowledge, caused by its connection with the body, 
subsequent to its giving up its real nature at the time of dissolution. 
If this be so, then the individual soul too being an effect of Brahman, 
the above initial proposition is established. And hence, it is established 
that Brahman, who in His causal state possesses the non-divided names 
and forms as His powers and is without an equal or & superior,—in 
accordance with the text: ''"The existent alone, my dear, was this in 
the beginning, one only, without a second” °’ (Chand. 6.2.1),—comes 
Himself, as possessed of the manifest names and forms as His 
powers at the time of the production of effects, to abide as three- 
fold, viz. in the forms of the enjoyer (i.e. the cit), the object enjoyed 
(ie. the acit) and the controller (i.e. Brahman). There is no con- 
tradiction here by any text whatever. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘“‘The soul” (7). 


1 P. 23, line 16, vol. 1. 
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COMPARISON 
Ramanuja, Srikantha and Baladeva 
They read '"'éruteh" instead of **aáruteh"!. Interpretation same. 


Adhikarana 8: The section entitled “The 
knower". (Sūtra 18) 


SÜTRA 18 


“(THE SOUL IS) A KNOWER, FOR THAT VERY REASON.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The soul, which is an ego, is a knower. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Thus, it has been pointed out that the soul does not originate 
like the ether and the rest, since it is eternal, as established by Scripture. 
Now, incidentally, its nature, etc. are being determined. 

The word ‘soul’ is to be supplied from the preceding aphorism. 
By the phrase ''for this reason”, the reason mentioned by the term 
‘therefrom’ (in the preceding sütra) is referred to. On the doubt, viz. 
whether the soul is non-sentient by nature, but possessed of the 
attribute of knowledge or mere consciousness, or knowledge by nature 
yet possessed of (the attribute of) being a knower,—the Vaisegikas 2 
and the like hold that it is non-sentient, yet possessed of the attribute 
of knowledge; while the Sánkhyas and the rest hold that the soul is 
mere consciousness. 

With regard to it we reply: “A knower", i.e. the individual soul 
is nothing but & knower, i.e. nothing but knowledge by nature, yet 
possessed of (the attribute of) being a knower. Why? On the 
ground of the following scriptural texts, viz. ‘Here this person 
becomes self-illuminating’ (Brh. 4.3.9, 14), ‘The person who is 
made of knowledge among the vital-breaths, who is the light in the 
heart’ (Brh. 4.3.7), ‘There is no annihilation of the knowledge of 


= a ee RR Bá € i a 
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1 Sri. B. 2.3.18, p. 136, Part 2; Sk. B. 2.3.18, p. 140, Parts 7 and 8; G.B. 
2.3.16. 
2 Vide V. Sù. 3.1.18, and Samkara Miára's commentary, p. 161. 
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the knower, because of his imperishability' (Brh. 4.3.30), ‘ ‘‘ Whereby 
should one know, O! the knower?”’ (Brh. 2.4.14; 4.5.15), ‘This 


person simply knows’, ‘For he is the one who sees, . .! hears, 
smells, . .2 thinks, conceives, does, the intelligent self ’ (Praána 4.9) 
and so on. 


The doctrine of the non-sentient soul, on the other hand, is to be 
rejected,— because then the attribute of knowledge by itself, being 
the effector of all practical transactions, will come to attain primacy; 
and hence the non-sentient substratum of the attribute (viz. the 
soul), being non-liable to salvation or bondage, virtue or vice, will 
come to be non-primary or useless like the nipple on the neck of a 
goat; 3 and finally, because of its opposition to Scripture. 

The doctrine of mere consciousness, too, is to be rejected, because 
if consciousness be all-pervading, then there will be no perception of 
the pleasure and the like pertaining to the entire body; but if it be 
atomic in size, then there will be no experience of the pleasure and the 
like pertaining to hands, feet and so on. 

Hence it is established that this soul, known through self- 
consciousness, is knowledge by nature and a knower. 


Here ends the section entitled “The knower" (8). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


Interpretation different— viz. he interprets the word “jfia’’ as 
eternal consciousness and not às a knower.* 


1 Touches. 

9 Tastes. 

3 An emblem of any useless or worthless object or person. 
4 S.B. 2.2.18, p. 609. 
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Adhikarana 9: The section entitled “Depar- 
ture". (Sütras 19-31) 


SÜTRA 19 


“ (TRE INDIVIDUAL SOUL IS ATOMIC ON ACCOUNT OF THE SCRIPTURAL 
MENTION) OF DEPARTURE, GOING AND RETURNING." 


Vedànta-parijata-saurabha 


The individual soul is atomic, because in the texts: ‘By that 
light this soul departe through the eye, or through the head, or through 
other parts of the body’ (Brh. 4.4.21), ‘Whoever, verily, depart 
from this world, all go to the moon alone’ (Kaus. 1.22), ‘Having 
come back from that world to this world for action’ (Brh. 4.4.6 8) 
and so on, there is the mention “‘of departure, going and returning". 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Thus, it has been proved that the individual soul is eternal and a 
knower. Now its size is being determined. 

On the doubt, viz. whether this soul is of a middle size,* or of an 
all-pervading size, or of an atomic size,—if it be suggested: It must 
be of a middle size, since pleasure and the rest are experienced all 
over the body. Or, it must be of an all-pervading size,— 

We reply: The individual soul is capable “of departing, going 
and returning". These three are not possible if it be all-pervading. 
Moreover, if it be all-pervading, then experiences of pleasure and the 
like will result everywhere. If, on the other hand, it be of a middle 
size, then it must be non-eternal. Hence, the atomicity of the soul 
is the only remaining alternative. In the passage: ‘When he departs 
from this body, he departs together with all these’ (Kaug. 3.35), its 
departure is mentioned. In the passage: ‘Whoever, verily, depart 
from this world, all go to the moon alone’ (Kaus. 1.2), its going 
is mentioned. And, in the passage: ‘Having come back from that 
world to this world for action’ (Brh. 4.4.6), its returning is mentioned. 


I.e. of the gize of the body. 
Note that Nimbdrka quotes a different text here. 
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COMPARISON 
Samkara 


He takes sütras 19-27 as laying down the prima facie view. 
Literal interpretation same. 


SOTRA 20 


"AND (THERE IS POSSIBILITY) OF THE SUBSEQUENT TWO (VIZ. 
GOING AND RETURNING) THROUGH ONE'S SELF." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Sometimes departing may be possible on the part of even one 
who is not moving, as in the case of the cessation of the rulership of a 
village. But, since there is possibility “of-:the subsequent two 
through one’s self" alone, the individual soul is atomic. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


As in the case of the cessation of the rulership of a village, 
departing, which consists in the cessation of the rulership of the body, 
may sometimes be possible on the part of the soul even when it is 
not moving. But, since there can be the accomplishment “of the 
subsequent two’’, viz. going and returning", “through one’s self" 
alone, it is established that the individual soul is atomic. 


SUTRA 21 


“IF IT BE OBJECTED THAT (THE SOUL IS) NOT ATOMIO, BECAUSE 
OF THE SCRIPTURAL MENTION OF WHAT IS NOT THAT, (WE REPLY :) 
NO, ON ACCOUNT OF THE TOPIC BEING SOMETHING ELSE." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If it be objected: In accordance with the text, referring to the 
individual soul and designating “what is not that”, viz.: ‘He, verily, 
is the great’ (Brh. 4.4.222), the individual soul is “not atomic” ,— 


1 Le. when somebody ceases to be the ruler of a village, he may be said to 
* go out’, 
3 &, R, Bh, Sk, B. 
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(we reply:) "no", because in the middle, the topic is the Supreme 
Soul. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 
If it be objected: The individual soul is “not atomic”. Why ? 
* Because of the scriptural mention of what is not that,"— "that" 


means atomicity, “what is not that" means non-atomicity, on account 
of the scriptural mention of that,!—i.e. because in connection with the 
discourse on the individual soul, viz. ‘He who is made of knowledge 
among the vital-breaths, who is the light within the soul' (Brh. 4.3.7), 
there is the mention of greatness in the scriptural text: ‘He, verily, is 
the great, unborn soul’ (Brh. 4.4.25),— 

(We reply: "No". Why? “On account of the topic being 
something else," i.e. because the topic is here something other than 
the individual soul referred to in the beginning, i.e. the Supreme Soul, 
who is the topic to be established in the middle of the section, in the 
text: ‘By whom the soul has been found and realized’ (Brh. 4.4.13). 


SOTRA 22 
* AND ON ACCOUNT OF THE WORD ITSELF AND OF MEASURE." 


Vedànta-parijáta-saurabha 


“On account of the word itself (viz. ‘atomic’) and of measure, ” 
mentioned (respectively) in the texts: ‘This atomic soul’ (Mund. 
3.1.92), ‘An individual soul is a part of the hundredth part of the 
tip of a hair, divided a hundredfold’ (Svet. 5.9 8), the individual soul 
is atomic. 

Vedanta-kaustubha 

The phrase: “the word itself" means the word which is denotative 
of its own atomicity. The word “measure’’ means the measure which 
is separated from * all gross measures, i.e. an intensely minute measure. 
On account of these two, the individual soul is atomic. The word 
itself is mentioned in the text: ‘This atomic soul in which the five-fold 
vital-breath has entered is to be known by means of thought’ (Mund. 


1 This explains the compound “‘atacchruteh”’. 
3 $, R, B, Sk, B. 3 $, R, Bh, B. 
4 Uddhrtya mánam = Unmánam. 
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3.1.9). The measure is mentioned in the text: ‘An individual soul 
is a part of the hundredth part of the tip of a hair, divided a hundred- 
fold? (Svet. 5.9) ‘For the lower one is seen to be like the point of 
the spoke of a wheel only’ (Svet. 5.8). 


SÜTRA 23 
““NON-CONTRADIOTION, AS IN THE CASE OF THE SANDAL-PASTE."' 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Just as a drop of sandal-paste, though occupying one spot of the 
body, refreshes the entire body, so exactly does the soul illuminate. 
Hence, the experience of pleasure and the like over the whole body 
is not inconsistent. 

Vedàanta-kaustubha | 


If it be objected: If the soul be atomic in size, then how can 
pleasure and the like be experienced over the whole body ?—we reply: 
There is no such contradiction. Just as one drop of yellow sandal- 
paste, occupying one spot of the body, produces, through its own 
quality, a pleasurable sensation extending over the entire body, so 
the soul too, occupying one spot of the body, experiences, through its 
own quality, the pleasure and the like extending over the entire body, 
in accordance with the Smrti passage: ‘This soul, though only atomic, 
abides pervading its own body, as does a drop of yellow sandal-paste, 
pervading the body’. For this very reason it has been said by the 
Lord too: ‘“‘Just as one sun illuminates this entire world, so the 
field-owner (i.e. the soul) illuminates the entire field (i.e. the body), 
O Bharata !’’’ (Gità 13.33). 


SÜTRA 24 


"IF IT BE OBJECTED THAT (THE TWO CASES ARE NOT PARALLEL) 
ON ACCOUNT OF THE SPECIALITY OF ABODE, (WE REPLY:) NO, ON 
ACOOUNT OF THE ADMISSION (OF AN ABODE, VIZ.) IN THE HEART 
CERTAINLY." 

Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If it De. objected: The example of the sandal-paste is not 
appropriate, “on account of the speciality of abode",—it is directly 
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observed that the drop of sandal-paste occupies one spot of the body; 
but it is not known that the individual soul occupies one part of the 
body, since consciousness is experienced everywhere,—on account of 
such a difference of abode between the two,— 

(We reply:) “No”. Why? “On account of the admission,” viz. 
that the soul, atomic in size, abides in one part of the body, i.e. “in 
the heart", by the scriptural text: “He who is made of knowledge 
among the vital-breaths, who is the light within the heart’ (Brh. 
4.4.22). The meaning of the term “certainly” is that it is the 
attribute of knowledge (and not the atomic soul itself) which abides 
in the whole body. 


SOTRA 25 
“OR THROUGH ATTRIBUTE, LIKE LIGHT.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The illumination of the body takes place only through the attribute 
of the soul, like the light of a lamp and the like in a room. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. the doctrine that there is a relation of 
attribute and substratum (between knowledge and the soul) is not 
proper, since our purpose is served by the very nature only (of the 
soul),—(the author) replies: 

The term “or” is for disposing of the objection. The sense is 
that the ESTEE of the pleasure and the like, pertaining to the 
entire body, by the atomic soul, occupying one part of the body, is 
possible through its attribute of knowledge which is all-pervading 
* As in ordinary life." In ordinary life, a gem, the sun, a light and 
so on, though occupying one place, illuminate many places, as the 
case may be, through their attribute alone. Or else, (the combination) 
may be disjoined as: “as in the case of light", i.e. like the light of 
gems and the rest. The doctrine of an attributeless soul, as admitted 
by the Samkhyas, has been disposed of above. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara reads “lokavat”, all others “ālokavat”. 


1 Vide V.K. 1.3.18. 
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SOTRA 26 


“THE EXTENDING BEYOND (OF KNOWLEDGE) IS AS IN THE CASE 
OF SMELL, FOR THIS (SCRIPTURE) SHOWS.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 
But the “extending beyond” of the attribute of knowledge fits 
in “as in the case of smell”. The scriptural text: “He has entered 
here up to the body-hairs and finger nails’ (Kaus. 4.201) "shows" 
the individual soul to be the substratum of such an attribute. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


“The extending"' of the attribute of knowledge beyond the soul, 
its substratum which is situated within the heart, i.e. its occupying 
a larger space, is "as in the case of smell", ie. is just like smell 
occupying a larger space than the flower which occupies a smaller 
space. The scriptural text: ‘He has entered here up to the body- 
hairs and finger-nails’ (Kaus. 4.2.0) “shows” the soul's pervasion 
over the entire body by means of its attribute of knowledge, extending 
over a larger space. 

' COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


They break this sütra into two different ones, viz. “Vyatireko 
gandhavat” and “Tatha ca darsayati”.2 
Rāmānuja 


He too reads “ca” in place of “hi”, but does not break it into 
two sutras. 


SOTRA 27 
“ON ACCOUNT OF THE SEPARATE TEACHING.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 
Although there is no distinction between the soul and its knowledge 
in respect of being knowledge, yet a relation of substratum and 


1 Not quoted by others. For correct quotation vide Kaug., p. 141. 
3 S.B., pp. 615-16; Bh. B,, p. 136. 
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attribute (between them) is indeed proper. Why? “On account of 
the separate teaching," viz.: "Having mounted the body by means of 
intelligence ” (Kaus. 3.6 1). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Apprehending the objection, viz. Let knowledge be the essence 
of the soul. Hence here the distinction,—viz. the substratum is 
atomic, the attribute all-pervading,—is not proper,—(the author) 
replies here. 

“On account of the separate teaching” of the attribute from the 
substratum, the soul, in the passages: ‘Having mounted the body 
by means of intelligence’ (Kaus. 3.6), ‘Having taken by his intelligence 
the intelligence of these senses’ (Brh. 2.1.17). That is, in spite of 
there being no distinction between the two in respect of being know- 
ledge, there can very well be a relation of substratum and attribute 
between them, since it is mentioned in Scripture. Equality of nature 
does not necessarily mean identity, since it is found that in spite of 
there being no distinction between light and its substratum,—both 
being equally light,—there is still a difference between them. 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sütra 26 in his commentary, interpretation different. It 
answers to the objection that intelligence is not a permanent attribute 
of the soul. Hence the sütra: “Intelligence is a permanent attribute 
of the soul) since there is a separate (i.e. distinct) statement (in 
Scripture to that effect)’’.2 


SOTRA 28 


* BUT THERE IS THAT DESIGNATION ON ACOOUNT OF (THE SOUL'S) 
HAVING THAT ATTRIBUTE AS ITS ESSENCE, AS IN THE CASE OF THE 
INTELLIGENT BEING.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“ As in the case of the intelligent one,” i.e. (just as Brahman is 
said to be great, because He is possessed of great attributes, on the 


1 $. 2 Q.B. 2.3.26, p. 197, Chap. 2. 


[sC. 2. 3. 28. 
420 VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA ADH. 9.] 


ground of etymology thus) ‘Brahman’ is one in whom there are great 
qualities,! so the soul has been designated as “Eternal, all-pervading”’ 
(Mund. 1.1.62), because of possessing great attributes. In the first 
case, the Intelligent Being, great by Himself, is great by reason of His 
attributes too. In the second case, on the other hand, the individual 
soul, atomic in size, is great by reason of its attribute only,—this is 


the distinction. 
Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. If the individual soul be atomic by mature, 
then the texts which establish its all-pervasiveness must be con- 
tradicted, such as: ‘Eternal, all-pervasive, omnipresent, extremely 
subtle’ (Mund. 1.1.6), ‘Eternal, all-pervasive, immobile’ (Gita 2.24) 
and so on,—the author replies: No. 

The term “but” is for disposing of the objection. On account of 
having an all-pervasive attribute as its very éssence, “that designa- 
tion”, viz. the designation of the all-pervasiveness of the soul, such as: 
‘Eternal, all-pervasive' (Mund. 1.1.6), fits in. ‘As in the case of 
the intelligent being."  Greatness is said to belong to the Intelligent 
Being through His connection with great attributes as well, in accord- 
ance with the saying: 'Brahman' is one in whom there are great 
attributes. The Intelligent Being being great by nature as well, the 
example holds good only partially.5 Similarly, there is this designation 
of the all-pervasiveness (of the soul) on the ground of its all-pervasive 
attribute only, and not by nature. This should be understood here: 
Vásudeva, the Highest Person, is without an equal and a superior and 
all-pervasive, in accordance with the scriptural text: ‘Nothing is 
observed to be either equal to Him or higher than Him’ (Svet. 6.8). 
The all-pervasiveness of others, such as, prakrti, time, and the attribute 
of the individual soul (viz. knowledge), is relative (and not absolute). 
There are contraction and expansion of even such an attribute which 
is peculiar to the individual soul, and eternal, in accordance with the 
declarations by the Lord Himself: ‘““Knowledge is enveloped by 


1 Brh-- man. 

3 Not quoted by others. 

3 Le. the case of Brahman and the individual soul are not parallel in all 
respects, but in some respects only. The former is great by nature, as well as 
great by attributes; while the latter is atomic by nature yet great by attributes. 
Hence the two cases are parallel only in respect of the second point, and not of 
the first as evident. 


(sv. 2. 3. 28. 
ADH. 9.] VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA 421 


nescience. Thereby beings are deluded "' ' (Gita 5.15), * '* In whom that 
nescience has been destroyed by knowledge, in them knowledge shines 
forth like the sun, O Bharata !’’’ (Gità 5.16 1). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


This is sütra 29 in his commentary. Interpretation absolutely 
different. He takes this and the following three sütras as laying down 
the correct conclusion, viz. that the soul is all-pervasive, in answer to 
the prima facie view set forth in ten sütras above. Thus, this sütra 
means, according to him: "But there is that designation (of the 
atomicity of the soul) on account of its having that attribute (viz. 
buddhi) as its essence, as in the case of the intelligent being". That 
is, just as Brahman, though all-pervading, is designated to be atomic 
for the purpose of meditation, so the individual soul, though all- 
pervading, is designated to be atomic through its limiting adjunct of 
buddhi.? 

Raminuja, Srikagtha and Baladeva 


This is sütra 29 in the commentaries of the first two, and sütra 27 
in the commentary of the last. Baladeva leaves out "tu". Inter- 
pretation different—viz. ''But there is that designation (ie. the 
designation of the soul as knowledge) on account of its having that 
attribute as its essence, as in the case of the intelligent one". That is, 
just as the Lord, though & knower, is sometimes designated as know- 
ledge, so the individual soul too, though & knower, is sometimes 
designated as knowledge, since it possesses knowledge as its essential 
attribute.9 They continue the same topic in the following four 
sütras, although literal interpretation is the same. 


Bhaskara 


This is sütra 20 in his commentary. Interpretation absolutely 
different. Here he points out that the atomicity of the soul, considered 
so long, is not the real form of the soul, but only its transmigratory 


1 Correct quotation: ‘“ Prakdéayati tatparam”. Vide Gita, 5.16, p. 303. 

2 S.B. 2.3.29, pp. 616 ff. 

3 Sri. B. 2.3.29, p. 144, Part 2; Sk. B. 2.3.29, p. 147, Parts 7 and 8; G.B. 
2.3.27, p. 198, Chap. 2. 
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form. Here he follows Samkara, and points out that just as the all- 
pervading Brahman is said to be atomic in reference to His abode, 
viz. the heart, so the all-pervading soul is said to be atomic through 
its attributes of passion and the rest. 


SÜTRA 29 


* ALSO BECAUSE OF LASTING AS LONG AS THE SOUL DOES, THERE 
IS NO FAULT, BECAUSE IT IS SEEN." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The designation of the soul’s all-pervasiveness, due to its attri- 
bute, is not inconsistent. ‘‘ Also because of” the attribute lasting as 
long as the soul does, there is no fault, because it is seen”’;2 i.e. 
because it is found in the passage: ‘‘‘For there is no cessation of the 
knowledge of the knower, because of his imperishability. Imperish- 
able, indeed. O! is this soul" (Brh. 4.3.30 9). 


Vedünta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. The attribute of the soul being sometimes 
present and sometimes not, its all-pervasiveness due thereto vanishes, 
and as such the designation of its all-pervasiveness is open to objections 
—(the author) replies: 

The term “also” is meant for disposing of the objection. The 
soul is indeed eternal. As its attribute too “lasts as long as the soul 
does", i.e. is an eternal attribute accompanying, the soul, so the 
designation of the soul's all-pervasiveness is not open to objections, 
because we find that there are texts designating the attribute as lasting 
as long as the soul does, such as: '''For there is no cessation of the 
knowledge of the knower, because of his imperishability. Imperish- 
able, verily, O! is this soul’’’ (Brh. 4.3.30). 


1 Bh. B. 2.3.29, p. 137. 

3 C.S.S. ed., p. 440, omits the whole sentence which is but a repetition of the 
sütra itself. The other edition retains it. 

3 Not quoted by others. 
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COMPARISON 
Samkara 


This is sütra 30 in his commentary. Interpretation different. 
Samkara continues the same theme, and points out that the soul’s 
connection with buddhi lasts so long as the transmigratory state does.1 


Ràmaànuja and Srikantha 


'This is sütra 30 in their commentaries as well. 'The interpretation 
of the word *'tad-daréanàt" different, viz. because it is seen that 
all cows, hornless and so on, are called *cow' (since they all possess 
the generic character of cowness).? 


Bhaskara 


This is sūtra 30 in his commentary too. Interpretation different, 
viz. like Samkara’s.3 
Baladeva 


This is sütra 28 in his commentary. Interpretation of the word 
*tad-daráanat'' different, viz. because it is seen that the sun and 
its light are co-eternal, and that the sun is both light and the 
illuminator.* 


SÜTRA 30 


*BuT ON ACCOUNT OF THE APPROPRIATENESS OF MANIFESTATION 
OF THAT WHICH IS EXISTENT, AS IN THE CASE OF VIRILITY AND 
so ON.” 

Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


During the waking state there is the “manifestation” “of this" 
ie. of knowledge, which is “existent” indeed during the states of 
deep sleep and so on. Hence, the attribute of knowledge does last 
so long as the soul itself does; just as in youth there is the manifestation 
of virility and so on, which are existent indeed during childhood. 


1 S.B. 2.3.30, pp. 619 ff. 

2 Srt. B. 2.3. $, p. 144, Part 2; Sk. B. 2.3.30, p. 147, Parts 7 and 8. 
3 Bh. B. 2.3.30, pp. 137-38. 

4 G.B. 2.3.28. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. if knowledge, the attribute of the soul, 
be eternal, then why should there be no perception of it during the 
states of deep sleep and the rest ?—(the author) replies: 

The term “but” implies emphasis. Knowledge, the attribute 
of the soul, does last as long as the soul itself does. Why? “On 
account of the appropriateness of the manifestation of that which is 
existent." That is, the attribute of knowledge, which is “existent 
indeed ”, i.e. is present indeed, in a non-manifest form during the states 
of deep sleep and the rest is manifested during the waking state,— 
just as in youth there is the manifestation of “virility and so on" 
which are existent indeed during childhood. By the phrase “and so 
on" the natural qualities of magnanimity, good conduct and the like 


are to be understood. 
COMPARISON 


Samkara and Bhaskara 


This is sütra 31 in their commentaries. Interpretation different, 
they continue the same theme—viz. the soul’s connection with buddhi 
exists potentially in the state of deep sleep, etc. and is manifested in 
the state of waking. 


SOTRA 31 


"OTHERWISE THERE (WILL BE) THE CONSEQUENCE OF ETERNAL 
PERCEPTION AND NON-PERCEPTION, OR A RESTRICTION WITH 
REGARD TO THE ONE OR THE OTHER.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


On the doctrine of an all-pervasive soul, the perception and the 
non-perception, the bondage and the release of the soul must all 
become eternal. The soul will be either eternally fettered or eternally 
free,—thus there must be “a restriction with regard to the one or the 


other ". 
Vedanta-kaustubha 


This aphorism is meant for indicating the defects in the view 
of those who maintain the all-pervasiveness of the soul which is 


1 §.B. 2.3.31, p. 621; Bh. B. 2.3.31, p. 138. 
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consciousness. ' Otherwise," i.e. on any view other than our view, 


viz. that the soul is possessed of the essential attributes of being a 
knower, knowledge by nature and atomic in size, i.e. on the doctrine 
that the soul is consciousness merely and all-pervading, there must be 
the "consequence of eternal perception and non-perception". On 
account of the all-pervading soul being ever unenveloped, there will be 
perception; on account of the existence of mundane existence, non- 
perception. In this way, there will result simultaneous bondage and 
release, “or a restriction with regard to the one or the other". On 
our view, on the other hand, the individual soul being of the size of 
an atom, going and returning, being enveloped and being unenveloped, 
the object to be approached and the one approaching, are all possible, 
and hence the respective difference between bondage and release, 
too, is possible. But on your view, there will result one or the other 
only of bondage and release, having the stated marks. "There must be 
eternal bondage alone on the part of the soul which is consciousness 
merely and immobile; or there must be salvation alone,—such a 
restriction will result. Hence, it is established that the individual 
soul is possessed of the attribute of being a knower, is knowledge by 
nature and atomic in size. 


Here ends the section entitled "Departure" (9). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


This is sutra 32 in their commentaries. Interpretation different 
as before. They adduce here an argument for the existence of buddhi, 
being connected with which the all-pervading soul becomes atomic. 
Thus: (The existence’of buddhi must be admitted) otherwise there will 
be the consequence of eternal perception and non-perception . .  .! 


1 S.B. 2.3.32, p. 622; Bh. B. 2.3.32, p. 138. 
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Adhikarana 10: The section entitled “The 
agent". (Sütras 32-39) 


SÜTRA 32 


“(THE INDIVIDUAL SOUL IS) AN AGENT, BECAUSE OF SORIPTURE 
HAVING A SENSE." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The soul indeed is “an agent", because the scriptural texts, 
informing us about the means to enjoyment and salvation, such as: 
‘One desiring heaven should perform a sacrifice’ (Tait. Sam. 2.5.51), 
‘One desiring salvation should worship Brahman’? and so on, have 


a sense. 
Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now. incidentally, the problem whether the soul is an agent is 
being discussed. 

On the doubt, viz. whether the individual soul is an agent or 
not,—if the prima facie view be as follows: In the Katha-valli it 
is denied that the individual soul is an agent, thus: ‘If the killer 
thinks to kill, if the killed thinks himself killed, both these do not 
know. This one does not kill, nor is killed’ (Katha. 2.19); and it 
has been declared by the Lord too: ‘“ All actions are done by the 
gunas of prakrti. The soul, deluded by egoism, thinks: ‘I am the 
agent ’ ”’ (Gité 3.27). Hence, the gunas alone are agents, but never 
the soul,— 

We reply: The soul alone is the agent. Why? “Because of 
Scripture having a sense”, i.e. because the scriptural texts, teaching 
the means which are dependent on sentient beings, subject to enjoyment 
and salvation, viz. ‘Only doing works here, let one desire to live a 
hundred years’ (158. 2), ‘One desiring heaven should perform sacrifices ’ 
(Tait. Sam. 2.5.5), ‘One desiring salvation should worship Brahman’, 
‘Let one worship calmly’ (Chand. 3.14.1) and so on, have a sense. 
If those non-sentient objects (viz. the gunas) be the agent, the scriptural 
texts teaching the means must be senseless. 

The (above-quoted) scriptural text, on the other hand, shows that 
the soul being eternal cannot be killed; but it is not by any means 


1 R, B, p. 208, line 27, vol. 2. 
2 R, B. 
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concerned with denying that the soul is an agent. The Smrti 
passage, too, shows only that the soul, which is deluded by the gunas 
of prakrti, is an agent of mundane activities through those gunas. 
And, this has been stated by the Lord Himself thus: ‘ ‘‘ Those deluded 
by the gunas of prakrti are attached to the activities of the gunas""' 
(Gità 3.2.9). If the. gunas be the agent and not the soul, then the 
following statements will be nullified: viz. '''But if you will not carry 
on this righteous warfare ”’ (Gità 2.33), ‘“‘For through action alone 
Janaka and the rest have attained to perfection. Having an eye to 
the good of the world also, you should perform action”’’ (Gità 3.20), 
** "Whatever you do, whatever you eat, whatever you offer, whatever 
you give, whatever you practise as penance,—make that an offering 
to me"" (Gità 9.27), ‘““I am firm, with my doubts removed. I will do 
according to your word >°’ (Gità 18.73) and so on. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 
This is sūtra 33 in their commentaries. Literal interpretation 
same, but they hold that the soul's state of being an agent is not 


natural, but due to limiting adjuncts.1 The same remarks apply to 
the following three sütras also, which will not be noted separately. 


SÜTRA 33 
“ON ACCOUNT OF THE TEACHING OF (THE SOUL'S) MOVING ABOUT." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“On account of the teaching of (the soul’s) moving about, 
in the passage: He moves around in his own body as desired” (Brh. 
2.1.18 2), it is an agent. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


“On account of the teaching” of the soul’s “moving about”’, 
i.e. of its roaming around, in the passages: ‘He, the immortal, goes 


1 §.B. 2.3.32, p. 623; Bh. B. 2.3.32, p. 138. For the different senses of the 
word ‘upddhi’ in the systems of Samkara and Bhüskara, see Bh. B., etc. 
3 $, R, Bh, Sk. 
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wherever he wishes’ (Brh. 4.3.12), ‘He moves around in his own 
body as desired’ (Brh. 2.1.18), the individual soul is an agent,—this 


is the sense. 
COMPARISON 


Rámàánuja and Srikantha 


They take this sütra and the next as one sütra by reversing the 
order and adding a “ca” thus: “Upadanat vihāropadeśāc ca "*.1 


SÜTRA 34 


“ON ACCOUNT OF TAKING." 


Vedàanta-parijáta-saurabha 


Because of the scriptural mention of the taking (by the soul) 
thus: ‘So exactly he, having taken the senses’ (Brh. 2.1.18). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


On account of the scriptural mention of the taking (by the soul) 
in the passage which introduces the topic thus: ‘Just as a king’, 
and continues: ‘So exactly does he, having taken these senses’ (Brh. 
2.1.18), ‘Having taken by his intelligence of these senses’ (Brh. 
2.1.17), the individual soul is an agent. 


SOTRA 35 


“ ALSO ON ACCOUNT OF THE DESIGNATION (OF THE SOUL AS AN 
AGENT) WITH REGARD TO AOTIONS, OTHERWISE, (THERE WILL BE) 
REVERSAL OF DESCRIPTION." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


* Also on account of the designation (of the soul) as an agent ” 
thus: ‘Understanding performs a sacrifice’ (Tait. 2.52), the soul is an 
agent. If by the word ‘understanding’ buddhi be understood and not 
the individual soul, the instrumental case would have been used.3 


1 Sri. B., p. 152, Part 2; 8k, B., p. 153, Parts 7 and 8. 
2 §, R, Bh, Sk, B. 
3 I.e. the instrumental case ‘vijidnena’ would have been used. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


“Also on account of the designation” of the individual soul, 
denoted by the term ‘knowledge’, as an agent of ordinary and Vedic 
"actions" thus: ‘Understanding performs a sacrifice, performs 
actions as well’ (Tait. 2.5), the individual soul is an agent. 

If it be objected: By the term ‘understanding’ buddhi is to be 
understood and not the individual soul,—(the author) replies: “Other- 
wise, i.e. if by the term ‘understanding’ the individual soul be not 
understood, but buddhi is understood, then there must be “reversal 
of the description", i.e. buddhi being the instrument, there must 
have been the designation of an instrument thus: ‘by understanding’. 
But there is no such designation. Hence, here is a designation of an 
agent by the stated case-ending, viz. ‘Understanding’. Hence the 
individual soul is an agent. 


SÜTRA 36 


‘S THERE IS NO RESTRICTION AS IN THE CASE OF PERCEPTION.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


**'There is no restriction" with regard to the actions based on the 
perception of their fruits. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. if the individual soul be the agent, then 
having taken into consideration the good and the evil which are the 
fruits of good and evil works, and being disgusted with the evil, it, 
with a view to obtaining the good, ought to do what is conducive to 
the latter,—(the author) replies: 

* As in the case of perception." Just as there is the perception 
of the good and the évil which are the fruits of good and evil works 
performed previously, so there is **no restriction” with regard to works, 
since we find that people are by chance sometimes inclined to what is 
beneficial and sometimes to what is not beneficial.1 


1 I.e. although a man perceives the good and evil results of his past acts, 
yet there is no fixed rule that he always afterwards does what is good and avoids 
what is bad. As he is ruled by external circumstances, he may sometimes be 
inclined to what is bad, though knowing from his past experiences that such acts 
lead to harmful consequences. 


(st. 2. 3. 37. 
430 VEDANTA-PARIJATA-SAURABHA ADH. 10.] 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


This is sütra 37 in his commentary. Interpretation different, 
viz. “As in the case of perception, there is non-restriction (with regard 
to actions)”. That is, just as the soul, though free with regard to 
perceptions, sometimes perceives what is good, and sometimes what 
is bad, so the soul, though free to act, sometimes does what is good, 
and sometimes what is bad.! 


Rāmānuja, Srikantha and Baladeva 


This is sūtra 36 in the commentaries of the first two, but sūtra 35 
in the commentary of the last. They interpret it as following: (If 
prakrti were the agent and not the individual soul, then there would 
be) non-restriction (of actions) as in the case of perception". That is, 
just as it has been shown 2 that if the soul be all-pervasive no definite 
perception will be possible, so if prakrti be the agent, no definte activity 
will be possible, since prakrti being all-pervading and common to all, 
all activities would produce results in the case of all souls, or produce 
no results in the case of any one.? 


SOTRA 37 
* ON ACCOUNT OF THE REVERSAL OF POWER.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If buddhi be the agent, then its instrumental power will cease, 
and it must come to have the power of an agent. Hence the individual 


soul is the agent. 
Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. in the text ‘Understanding performs a 
sacrifice’ (Tait. 2.5), by the word ‘understanding’ buddhi alone is to 
be understood, and it is the agent. Hence there instrumental case 
has not been used &—(the author) replies: 


1 §, B, 2.3.37, p. 625. 

3 Under Sri. B. 2.3.32; Šk. B. 2.3.32; G.B. 2.3.30. 

3 Sri. B. 2.3.36, p. 153, Part 2; Sk. B. 2.3.36, p. 153, Parts 7 and 8; G.B. 
2.3.35, p. 208, Chap. 2. 

4 Vide V.P.S. 2.3.35 above. 
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The individual soul alone is the agent. If buddhi be admitted to 
be the agent, then “on account of the reversal of power”, its instru- 
mental power will cease, and it must come to have the power of an 
agent. Moreover, if buddhi be the agent, then the power of enjoyment, 
too, must pertain to it alone. This being so, bondage and release 
must result on the part of buddhi alone. 


COMPARISON 
Rāmānuja, Srikantha and Baladeva 


This is sūtra 37 in the commentaries of the first two, but sūtra 36 
in the commentary of the last. Their interpretation is similar to the 
last portion of Srinivasa’s interpretation, viz. that if buddhi or prakrti 
be the agent, the power of enjoyment too must belong to it.! 


SÜTRA 38 
* AND ON ACCOUNT OF THE ABSENCE OF DEEP CONCENTRATION.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If the soul be not an agent, then “the absence of deep 
concentration’’, due to something which is absolutely different from 
the non-sentient,? will result; and hence the soul is the agent. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


“Deep concentration" means abiding as having Brahman for 
one’s soul, after meditating on one’s own form,—distinct from the body, 
sense-organs, mind and intelligence,—preceded by the stopping of the 
functions of the mind. As the “absence of such a deep concentration", 
the means to salvation, will result, if the individual soul be not an 
agent,— it is known that the individual soul alone is the agent. 


1 Sri. B. 2.3.37, p. 163, Part 2; Sk. B. 2.3.37, p. 154, Parts 7 and 8; G.B. 
2.3.36, pp. 208-9, Chap. 2. 
2 Acetana-mátrát, i.e. from even the slightest portion of the non-sentient. 
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SUTRA 39 


* AND LIKE A CARPENTER, IN BOTH WAYS." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The soul acts or does not act according to its own wish, “like a 
carpenter", and as such a situation is possible “in both ways". If 
buddhi be the agent, then there being the absence of desire and the 
like on its part, there will be the absence of such a situation. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The soul,—the nature of which is to act or abstain from acting, and 
which is possessed of the attributes of ‘being an agent’ and so on, lasting 
so long as it itself does, —though connected with a group of instruments 
like speech and the like, performs action or does not perform action 
according to its wish, and thus if the soul be an agent a situation is 
possible “in both ways’’,—just as a carpenter, though provided with 
instruments like axe and the rest, constructs chariots, etc., according to 
his wish. But acting or refraining from action is not possible on the 
part of buddhi, which is an instrument like the axe, by reason of its 
non-sentience. On account of the eternity of its proximity to a 
sentient being, as well as on account of the absence, on its part,—of 
any desire—the cause of action or inaction,—there must be either 
eternal activity or eternal non-activity, on its part. Hence, it is 
established that the soul alone is the agent. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘‘ The agent” (10). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhàskara 


This is sütra 40 in their commentaries. Interpretation absolutely 
different. They take it to be forming an adhikarana by itself, con- 
cerned with the question whether the individual soul is an agent by 
nature or as connected with limiting adjuncts, and accept the second 
alternative. Hence the parallel instance: "ie. yathà ca takg&" 
is interpreted differently by them thus: In ordinary life a carpenter 
is miserable and so long as he is an agent, i.e. works with his tools, 
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etc. But when he returns home, lays aside his tools and is no longer 
an agent, he becomes happy. In the very same manner the soul 
suffers so long as it is an agent through nescience, but when it returns 
home, i.e. realizes its real state, frees itself from sense-organs and so on, 
and ceases to be an agent, it becomes happy.} 


Baladeva 


This is sütra 38 in his commentary. He takes it to be an 
adhikarana by itself. Interpretation different, viz. “And like the 
carpenter (the soul is active) in two ways". That is, the carpenter is 
an indirect agent through the medium of its instruments, and also a 
direct agent in handling those instruments themselves. Similarly, 
the soul is an indirect agent through its sense-organs, and is also a 
direct agent in the act of controlling those sense-organs.? 


Adhikarana 11: The section entitled “Under 
the control of the Highest". (Sütras 40-41) 


SÜTRA 40 


* BUT (THE AGENTSHIP OF THE SOUL PROCEEDS) FROM THE HIGHEST, 
BECAUSE THAT IS TAUGHT BY SCRIPTURE.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The agentship of that individual soul proceeds ‘‘from the Highest " 
as its cause, in accordance with the scriptural text “Entered within, 
the ruler of men” (Tait. Ar. 3.11.1, 2 3). 


Vedànta -kaustubha 


Now the problem is being discussed whether the individual soul 
is an agent as controlled by the Highest Soul, or independently. 

On the doubt, viz. whether the stated agentship of the individual 
soul is under its own control or under the control of the Highest Soul, 
if the prima facie view be: Under its own control alone. In ordinary 


1 S.B. 2.3.40, pp. 628-29; Bh. B. 2.3.40, p. 139. 
2 G.B. 2.3.38, p. 120, Chap. 2. 
8 R., p. 181. 
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life, a man engages himself to tiling and the like by himself out of 
desire for crops, but does not wait for the Highest,— 

We reply: The agentship of the individual soul proceeds “from 
the Highest” as its cause. Why? On the ground of the following 
scriptural texts: ‘For he alone makes one, whom he wishes to raise 
up from these worlds, do good deeds. He alone makes one, whom 
he wishes to lead down from these worlds, do bad deeds’ (Kaus. 
3.8), ‘Entered within, the ruler of men’ (Tait. Ar. 3.11.1, 2), ‘Who 
rules the soul within’ (Sat. Br. 14.6.7, 30 1) and so on; as well as on 
the ground of the Smrti passages, viz. : ‘ "And I am situated within the 
heart of all. From me proceed memory, knowledge and their absence” ' 
(Gita 15.15). 

COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara. 


Literal interpretation same, although as before they are speaking 
of the soul’s agentship being due to limiting adjuncts. The same 
remarks apply to their interpretation of the next siitra. 


SÜTRA 41 


“But (THE LORD MAKES THE SOUL ACT) HAVING REGARD TO THE 
EFFORTS MADE, ON ACCOUNT OF THE FUTILITY OF WHAT IS 
ENJOINED AND WHAT IS PROHIBITED AND SO ON." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The term “but” is meant for disposing of the fault of inequality. 
The Highest Being, who has “regard” for the works done by the 
individual soul, makes it do good deeds and the rest in another birth 
too, “on account of the futility of what is enjoined and what is pro- 
hibited ”’. 

Vedànta-kaustubha 

To the objection, viz. if the Supreme Soul be the instigator, then 
He must be open to the charge of inequality and rest,—the author, 
replies: | 


1 P. 1074, line 18. 
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The term "but" is meant for disposing of the above objection. 
The Supreme Soul, who has “regard” for, i.e. takes into account, 
the efforts made by the individual soul, i.e. for its good and bad 
deeds, makes it do good deeds and the rest in another birth too, and 
gives it pleasure and the like accordingly. Hence, He cannot be 
charged with partiality, etc. 


If it be asked: Why should the Supreme Being take into account 
the efforts made by the individual soul?—the author replies: “On 
account of the futility of what is enjoined and what is prohibited”. 
If the Highest Person takes into account the efforts made by the soul, 
then alone, injunctions and prohibitions, such as, ‘Ono who desires 
for heaven should perform the Jyotistoma sacrifice’ (Ap. S. S. 10.2.1 1), 
“A Brüáhmana must not be killed" and so on, do not become futile. 
The meaning of the phrase, “and so on” is that faults like: suffering 
arising from good deeds, and happiness arising from bad deeds, and 
so on, result. Since the Supreme Soul takes into account the works 
done by souls, He cannot, by any means, be charged with inequality, 
etc., though He is the instigator of what is enjoined and what is pro- 
hibited, and is, thereby, the bestower of favour and disfavour. Under 
the aphorism: “(There are) no inequality and cruelty (on the part of 
the Lord), because of (His) having regard (for the works of souls)" 
(Br. Sü. 2.1.33), it has been said that no inequality and the rest pertain 
to the Highest in His creation of the variegated world—this is the 
distinction.? Hence, the Highest Person, omnipotent and the Lord 
of all, is the instigator of good deeds and the rest in accordance with the 
good and bad deeds performed before, and is the giver of fruits accord- 
ingly to them. Thus, it is established that the individual soul is an 
agent as controlled by the Highest. 


Here ends the section entitled “The Highest” (11). 


1 P. 209, vol. 2. 

2 Le. there is no repetition here, since under Br. Sü. 2.1.33 it has been 
shown that the Lord is not partial as & creator, whereas it is being shown here 
that He is not partial as an instigator to action. 


[s0. 2. 3. 42. 
436 VEDANTA-PARIJATA-SAURABHA ADH. 12.] 


Adhikarana 12: The section entitled “A 
part". (Sütras 42-652) 


SÜTRA 42 


“(THE INDIVIDUAL IS) A PART (OF BRAHMAN), ON ACCOUNT OF 
THE DESIGNATION OF VARIETY, AND OTHERWISE, ALSO SOME 
READ (THAT BRAHMAN IS OF) THE NATURE OF FISHERMEN, 
GAMBLERS AND THE REST." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The individual soul is a part of the Supreme Soul, in accordance 
with the designation of difference in texts like: ‘The two unborn 
ones, the knower and the non-knower, the lord and the non-lord’ 
(Svet. 1.9) and so on!; and on account of the designation of non- 
difference in texts like: ‘Thou art that’ (Chand. 6.8.6, etc.). And 
“also” the Atharvanikas “read” that Brahman is of “the nature of 
fishermen, gamblers and the rest", thus: “Brahman are the fishermen, 
Brahman are the slaves, Brahman are these gamblers ”.2 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been pointed out that the agentship of the individual soul 
is under the control of Brahman. Now, the author is pointing out 
the relation between the two, consistently with the scriptural texts 
designating both difference and non-difference. 

On the doubt, viz. whether the individual soul is different from 
Brahman or non-different from Him, or a part of Brahman and as 
such both different and non-different from Him,—if it be suggested: 
The individual soul must be different from Brahman, as a man is 
from the king, because the texts designating non-difference are figura- 
tive and because a non-difference between the non-knowing and the 
all-knowing is impossible. Or, it must be non-different only (from 
Brahman), because the scriptural texts designating difference are 
figurative. There being a mutual opposition between difference and 
non-difference, of either the texts about difference or the texts about 
non-difference must certainly be metaphorical,— 


1 R. ? S, R, Bh, Sk, B. 
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We reply: The individual soul is neither absolutely different 
from the Highest Person, nor absolutely non-different from Him, but 
is a part of the Highest Self, in accordance with the scriptural text: 
“For he is a part of the Highest". A ‘part’ means a ‘power’, in 
accordance with the scriptural text: “This individual soul, a power 
of the Highest, is small in power and not independent”. A ‘part’ 
should not be understood here as a portion, actually severed like a 
portion of wealth and the rest; for if the individual soul be a portion 
cut off from Brahman, then texts like ‘Without part’ (Svet. 6.19) 
and the like, will be contradicted; and because if it be like a portion 
of wealth, there will result an absolute difference (between Brahman 
and the soul) and hence the texts like: “Thou art that’ (Chand. 6.8.6, 
etc.) will be set aside. (The true view is:) The individual soul is, 
by nature, different from the Supreme Person, predicated to be the 
whole, and the ocean of a mass of attributes like omniscience and the 
rest,—since it is predicated to be a part, and is subject to bondage 
and release. But it is yet non-different from Him, as its existence 
and activity are under the control of the whole. Why? ‘On account 
of the designation of variety", i.e. on account of the designation of 
difference; “and otherwise", i.e. and on account of the designation 
of non-difference. The sense is that the two kinds of texts being of 
equal force, there is à natural difference—non-difference between the 
individual soul and the Supreme Soul. The following are designations 
of difference: ‘Who rules the soul within’ (Sat. Br. 14.6.7, 301), 
‘Entered within, the ruler of men’ (Tait. Ar. 3.11.1, 22), ‘The soul, 
verily, is supreme, self-dependent, possessed of superior qualities', 
‘The individual soul is possessed of little power, not self-dependent, 
lowly’, ‘The two unborn ones, the knower and the non-knower, the 
lord and the non-lord’ (Svet. 1.9) and so on. The following are 
designations of non-difference: ‘Thou art that’ (Chand. 6.8.6, etc.), 
‘This soul is Brahman’ (Brh. 2.5.19; 4.4.5), ‘I am Brahman’ 
(Brh. 1.4.10) and so on. And “also” the followers of one branch, 
viz. the Atharvanikas, “read” that Brahman is of the “nature of 
fishermen, gamblers and the like" thus: “Brahman are these fishermen, 
Brahman are the slaves, Brahman are these gamblers’’. 


1 P. 1074, line 18. 2 P. 181. 
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COMPARISON 


Samkara 


Literal interpretation same, although as usual Samkara holds 
that the soul is not a real part of Brahman, but a part as it were.1 
The same remarks apply to the following two sütras. 


SUTRA 43 


* ON ACCOUNT OF THE WORDING OF A SACRED TEXT.” 


Vedanta -parijata-saurabha 


* On account of the wording of the sacred text,” viz. ‘ A foot of 
him are all beings’ (Rg. V. 10.90.32; Chand. 3.12.6), the individual 
soul is a part of Brahman. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The individual soul is nothing but a part of the Supreme Soul. 
Why? Also “on account of the wording of the sacred text’’: ‘A foot 
of him are all beings, three feet of him are immortal in the heaven’ 
(Rg. V. 10.90.3; Chand. 3.12.6). A ‘feet’ means a ‘part’. 


SUTRA 44 


* AND, MOREOVER, (IT IS) DECLARED BY SMRTI.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


It is declared by Smrti also that the individual soul is a part of 
Brahman thus: ‘‘‘A part of my own self, in the world of men, has 
become the individual soul, the eternal ’’’ (Gità 15.7 3). 

1 S.B. 2.3.43, p. 636. 

2 P. 349, line 19. 
S, R, Bh, Sk, B. 
3 $, R, Bh, Sk, B. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been declared in a Smrti passage by the Highest Person 
Himself that the individual soul is a part of Brahman, thus: ‘“ A part 
of my own self, in the world of men, has become the individual soul, 
the eternal” ’ (Gita 15.7). 


COMPARISON 
Ramanuja 


He omits the ‘‘ca’’.! 


SUTRA 45 


* BUT LIKE LIGHT AND THE REST, NOT SO THE HIGHEST.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Though the individual soul is a part of the Supreme Person, yet 
the whole (i.e. the Lord) does not experience pleasure and pain, just 
as “‘light and the rest” are devoid of the virtue or vice inhering in their 


parts. / 
Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. then the virtue or vice pertaining to the 
individual soul may belong to the Supreme Soul too, seeing that a 
part has no separate existence from the whole,—the author replies 
here: 

“The Highest," i.e. the Supreme Soul, does “not” become 
“so”, i.e. does not come to share the virtue and vice pertaining to the 
individual soul. ‘The author states a parallel instance: “Like light 
and the rest", i.e. just as “light’’, i.e. the sun and the rest, are not 
touched by the attributes of their rays which are their parts, i.e. by 
their contact and the rest with pure and impure objects. By the 
phrase: “and the rest", the ether and the like are understood; i.e. 
just as the ether and the like are not touched by the good qualities 
found in the sound of conch-shell, cuckoos and so on, nor by the bad 
qualities found in the sound of crows and the like. The term "but" 
is suggestive of the absence of an intermixture of the attributes of the 
part and the whole. The objections, resulting from the apprehension 


1 Srt. B. 2.3.44, p. 161, Part 2. 
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that the Highest Being is subject to karmas by reason of His connec- 
tion with the hearts of individual souls which are subject to karmas, 
have been disposed of, on the ground that the Lord is not subject to 
karmas, under the aphorism: “Enjoyment results” (Br. Si. 1.2.8). 
Under the aphorism: “Not even on account of place” (Br. Si. 3.2.1), 
we shall dispose of (the objection based on Brahman’s being connected 
with ‘places’, viz. the hearts) on the ground that the Lord, having 
the ‘places’ by nature, is yet not subject to karmas. Here, on the 
other hand, it should be known that the objections raised on the 
ground of His own parts are disposed of.1 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


This is sütra 46 in his commentary. The general import of the 
sutra, as well as the interpretation of the phrase: i.e. 'prakàsàdivat" 
different. He develops his doctrine of upàdhi here. Thus, the 
sutra means, according to him: Just as the light of the sun and the 
moon, pervading the entire expanse of the ether, appears to be straight 
or bent accordingly as the limiting adjunct with which it is in contact, 
viz. finger, etc. are straight or bent, but does not become so really; 
or just as the ether, though imagined to move when jars are moving, 
does not really move; or just as the sun does not really tremble when 
its images on water tremble, so although the individual soul undergoes 
pleasure and pain, Brahman does not, since the soul is but a fictitious 
part of Brahman, due to limiting adjuncts, and not a real part.2 


Rāmānuja and Srikantha 


They too develop here their peculiar theory of Visistadvaita. 
Thus, the sütra means, according to them: “(The individual soul is a 
part of Brahman) as light and the rest (of the sun, etc. is of the sun 
and so on), not so the highest (i.e. Brahman is not of the same nature 


1 I.e. there is no repetition here. Under Br. Siti. 1.2.8, it has been shown 
that Brahman, though connected with the hearts of individual souls is not subject 
to their pleasures and pain. In this sūtra it is shown that Brahman, though 
connected with the individual souls as their whole, is not yet subject to their 
pleasure and pain. And under Br. Su. 3.2.1, it will be shown that Brahman, 
though the inner controller, is not subject to the states and faults of souls. 

3 S.B. 2.3.46, pp. 638-639. 
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as the soul)”. That is, the soul is a part of Brahman in the sense of 
being an attribute (visesana) of Brahman; and just as the attribute and 
its substratum are not identical, so the soul and Brahman are not.! 
They continue the same topic in the following two sitras. 


Baladeva 


This is sütra 44 in his commentary. Interpretation absolutely 
different. He begins à new adhikarana here (five sütras) concerned 
with the question of the Lord's incarnations. Thus, this sütra means, 
according to him: “But supreme (incarnations of the Lord are) not so ; 
(i.e. parts of the Lord as the individual souls are), as in the case of 
light". "That is, just as though the sun and the fire-fly are both called 
‘light’, yet the word has a different meaning when applied to the sun, 
so though the incarnations and ordinary individual souls are both 
called ‘parts’ of the Lord, yet the word has a different meaning when 
applied to the incarnations, i.e. it means then the entire Lord.? 


SÜTRA 46 
“ AND SMRTIS DECLARE.” 


Vedànta -parijata-saurabha 


“And Smrtis declare" : ‘Of these, He who is the Supreme Soul is 
declared to be eternal and free from the properties of matter, and He 
is not touched by the fruits too, just as a lotus-leaf is not touched by 
water.3 The active self, on the other hand, is something different, 
who is subject to bondage and release’ (Maha. 12.13754-13756 4). 


d Vedanta-kaustubha 


The sages also declare that the part alone is subject to the fruits 
of action done by itself, but not the whole, thus: ‘Of these, He who 
is the Supreme Soul is declared to be eternal and free from the properties 
of matter, and He is not touched by the fruits too, just as a lotus- 
leaf is not touched by water.—The active self, on the other hand, 


1 Sri. B. 2.3.45, pp. 161-62, Part 2; Sk. B. 2.3.45, pp. 161-62, Parts 7 and 8. 


2 G.B. 2.3.44, pp. 223-24, Chap. 2. 
3 One line omitted. 4 P. 852, lines 9-10, vol. 3. 
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is something different, who is subject to bondage and release. He is 
subject to seventeen r&éis (Maha. 12.13754—-56a). It has been 
declared by Scripture, too, thus ‘Of the two, one eats the sweet berry, 
the other, without eating looks on’ (Svet. 4.6; Mund. 3.1.1). - 


COMPARISON 
Rāmānuja and Srikantha 


They quote from Smrti to show that the soul is the attribute of 
the Lord.! 
Baladeva 
He quotes from Smrti to show that the incarnations are not parts 
of the Lord in the same sense the individual souls are.? 


SÜTRA 47 


“INJUNCTION AND PROHIBITION (FIT IN) ON ACCOUNT OF (THE 

SOULS’) CONNECTION WITH BODIES, AS IN THE CASE OF FIRE AND 

SO ON." 

Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 

“Injunction and prohibition" like ‘One who is desirous of heaven 
should perform sacrifices’ (Tait. Sam. 2.5.5 3), ‘A Sidra is not to be 
initiated to a sacrifice’ (Tait. Sam. 7.1.14) and so on do indeed fit in, 
on account of the connection of the individual souls with different 
bodies, in spite of their being an equality among them as parts of 
Brahman; just as fire is brought from the house of a Srotriya,5 but not 
from the crematory; or just as water and the like, touched by clean 
persons, pots and so on are accepted and not others. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


If the individual souls be all equal as parts and the rest of Brahman, 
then to whom can the injunctions and prohibitions refer? Listen! 
In spite of their sameness, injunctions and prohibitions like: ‘One 

1 Sri, B. 2.3.46, p. 162, Part 2; Sk. B. 2.3.46, p. 160, Parts 7 and 8. 

2 G.B. 9.3.46. 

3 P. 208, line 27, vol. 2. Not quoted by others. 
4 P. 241, line 21, vol. 2. Not quoted by others. 
5 A Bráhmana versed in the Veda. 
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desirous of heaven should perform sacrifices’ (Tait. Sam. 2.5.5), 
*Hence a Sidra is not to be initiated to a sacrifice’ (Tait. Sam. 7.1.1) 
fit in on account of their connection with different bodies, “as in the 
case of fire and so on”, i.e. just as in spite of being the same, fire is 
brought from the house of a Srotriya, but one from crematory and the 
like is rejected; and just as the urine and excrement of cows and the 
like are enjoined as holy, but those very things of different animals 
are rejected. 
COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


He develops in this connection his doctrine of Adhyàsa. 
Bhiaskara too speaks of his peculiar doctrine of Upadhi. 


Baladeva 


This is sūtra 46 in his commentary. He continues the same 
theme,—viz. the distinction between incarnations and ordinary 
individuals. He interprets the sütra thus: (In the case of individual 
souls there are) injunctions and prohibitions, on account of (their) 
connection with bodies, as in the case of light (i.e. the eye).? "That is, 
the individual soul, though a part of the Lord, is yet connected with 
nescience and a body, and is as such under the control of the Lord 
for its activity and inactivity and so on. But an incarnation, though 
a part of the Lord, is not under His control; just as the eye or the 
power of vision, though a part of the sun, depends upon tho per- 
mission, i.e. the presence, of the sun for its activity or otherwise, but 
.& ray of the sun, as a part of the sun, is identical with it, and does not 
depend upon any permission and the like of the sun. 


SÜTRA 48 
* AND ON ACCOUNT OF NON-EXTENSION THERE IS NO EXTENSION.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


In spite of the fact that the individual souls are parts of the 
all-pervasive Being, and in spite of the fact that they themselves are 


1 S.B. 2.3.48, pp. 640 ff.; Bh. B. 2.3.48. p. 142. 
2 G.B. 2.3.46, pp. 226-27, Chap. 2. 
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all-pervasive by reason of their (all-pervasive) attribute (of knowledge),! 
the individual souls, being atomic by nature, are not all-pervasive;. 
and as such there is no confusion among karmas. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. On your view, too, on account of being 
parts of the all-pervasive Being, as well as on account of possessing 
an all-pervasive attribute, all the souls come to experience the 
pleasures and the like in all the bodies; and as such a confusion among 
karmas, as well as & confusion among the enjoyments of their fruits. 
will result. Hence, as the view that the soul is a part of the all- 
pervading Brahman, is atomic by itself and is all-pervasive by reason 
of its attribute, involves unnecessary complications, so Kapila's 
doctrine of the soul, viz. that the soul is all-pervasive by itself, is 
more acceptable,—the author replies here: 

“On account of the non-extension," i.e. non-all-pervasiveness. 
of the souls, —mutually distinct by reason of being atomic, and distinct 
also from the Whole (i.e. the Lord) by being predicated as parts,— 
“there is no confusion". The term ''and"' indicates the contraction 
of the soul's knowledge during its state of bondage. 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sūtra 47 in his commentary. The same topic continued: 
“And on account of the non-extension (ie. incompleteness of the 
individual soul, there is) no (possibility of) a confusion (between it 
and an incarnation)". That is, the soul is atomic and not full and 
perfect like an incarnation, hence different from him.? 


SÜTRA 49 
“AND (THE DOCTRINES OF THE ALL-PERVASIVENESS OF THE SOUL) 
ARE FALLACIES MERELY.”’’ 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


And the doctrines of an all-pervasive soul and the rest of the 
opponents like Kapila and others are “fallacious merely”, since, 


1 Vide V.P.S. 2.3.28. 2 G.B. 2.3.47, p. 227, Chap. 2. 
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on those views, there results a confusion (among karmas and so on 
of the souls). 
Vedànta-kaustubha 


But the doctrines of an all-pervasive soul and the rest of Kapila, 
Kanada and so on are “fallacious merely", as they have no (scriptural) 
basis, and as, on these views, there a confusion among all practical 
transactions will re&ult. By the term “and” it is indicated that 
such teachers simply delude people. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


This is sūtra 50 in his commentary. He reads “abhasah”’ in place 
of "&bhásah". Interpretation absolutely different, viz. “(The indivi- 
dual soul is) only a reflection (of Brahman)". Thus, here he develops 
his doctrine of Pratibimba.1 


Ramanuja 


He reads “abhasah’’, and interprets the sūtra thus: “(The view 
that Brahman is obscured by limiting adjunct or nescience) is simply 
a fallacy ". He accepts the alternative reading “abhasah’’ too and 
points out that in that case the sūtra will mean: “(The various reasons 
advanced by the supporters of the above doctrine) are simply 
fallacies’’.2 

Bhaskara 

This is sūtra 50 in his commentary. He substitutes “vā” in 
place of “ca’’. He, also, like Ramanuja, directs this sūtra against 
the Samkarite view, thus: ''(Nesciences are) simply fallacies’’.? 


Srikantha 
He too directs this siitra against the Samkarite view, interpreting 
it like Ramanuja’s second interpretation. 


Baladeva 


This is sūtra 48 in his commentary. He reads “ābhāsah”. The 
same topic continued, viz. “(The reason adduced by the prima facie 


1 §.B. 2.3.50, pp. 642. 2 Sri. B. 2.3.49, p. 163, Part 2. 
3 Bh. B. 2.3.60, p. 142. 4 Sk. B. 2.3.49, p. 161, Parte 7 and 8. 
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objector to prove the similarity of the soul with the incarnation) is a 
mere fallacy’’. That is, the argument: 
The soul is a part of the Lord. 
The incarnation is a part of the Lord. 
*, the soul is equal to the incarnation, 


evidently involves the logical fallacy of undistributed middle. 


SUTRA 50 


“ BECAUSE OF THE NON-RESTRIOTION WITH REGARD TO THE 
UNSEEN PRINCIPLE." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


On the doctrine of an all-pervasive soul, confusion is unavoidable 
even if recourse be taken to the unseen principle, “‘because of the 
non-restriction with regard to the unseen principle’’. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the argument, viz. there is no confusion among all practical 
transactions on our view too, since the unseen principle is the regulator, 
—the author replies: 

Confusion results indeed on the view of the opponents, ‘‘ because 
of the non-restriction with regard to the unseen principle’’, viz. to 
whom may the unforeseen principle, generated in the vicinity of all 
the all-pervasive souls, belong and to whom not. 


COMPARISON 
Ramanuja and Srikantha 


Interpretation same, only they direct this and the remaining 
sutras to the refutation of the Samkarite view, and not to the view 
of Kapila and others. 

Baladeva 

This is sütra 50 in his commentary. He begins a new adhikarana 
here (three sütras), concerned with proving the mutual difference 
among the individual souls. Thus, this sütra means, according to 


1 Q.B. 2.3.48, p. 228, Chap. 2. 
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him: “(The individual souls, though similar in their essential nature, 
are yet different from one another) on account of the non-determinate- 
ness (i.e. non-similarity) of (their) destinies’’.1 


zm SÜTRA 51 


* AND IT IS SO EVEN WITH REGARD TO DETERMINATION AND THE 
LIKE." 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


There is no restriction “even with regard to determinations and 
the like’’, such as: ‘I shall do this and not that’. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the argument, viz. A restriction is possible, viz. the unseen 
principle belongs to one who has the determination: ‘I shall do this 
and not that’,—the author replies here: 

"Determination" means resolution. By the phrase ''and the 
like" reverence and so on are understood. There is, indeed, no 
restriction with regard to the unseen principle even in the case of 
resolution, reverence and the rest. 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sūtra 51 in his commentary. He continues the same theme, 
viz. “And thus (the individual souls are different) with regard to 
(their) desire and the rest also". That is, adrgta or the unseen principle 
is the ultimate cause which determines the difference between the 
souls, and not their desires, inclinations and the like, which are only 
the secondary causes.? 


1 G.B. 2.3.49, p. 229, Chap. 2. 
2 G.B. 2.3.50, p. 230, Chap. 2. 
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SOTRA 52 


“IF IT BE OBJECTED: ON ACCOUNT OF PLACE, (WE REPLY:) NO, 
ON ACCOUNT OF INCLUSION." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If it be argued that ‘‘on account of the place" of the self, situated 
within its own body, everything is consistent,—(we reply:) “no”. 
* On account of the inclusion'' therein of the places of all the souls. 


Here ends the third quarter in the second chapter of the Vedanta- 
pàrijáta-saurabha, an interpretation of the Sáriraka-mimámsá 
texts, and composed by the reverend Nimbarka. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be objected: A definite restriction is possible with regard to 
determinations and the rest, "on account of place”, i.e. it is in the region 
of the soul, situated within its own body alone, that the conjunction 
of the mind (with the soul) takes place,—on account of such a place of 
the soul,—(we reply:) “no”, "on account of the inclusion" therein 
of the places of other souls too. The sense is this: Since all the 
souls are connected with one and the same mind, the determinations 
and the rest, due to the conjunction of the mind (with the soul), must 
be common to all; and hence the unseen principle, due to them, must 
indeed be common to all. This being so, the confusion among all 
practical transactions remains as before. Hence, it is established 
that the individual soul is a part of Brahman, Lord Vasudeva, is 
atomic in size, knowledge by nature, possessed of the attributes of 
“being an agent’, ‘being a knower' and so on and different in every 
body. 


Here ends the section entitled “A part” (12). 


Here ends the third quarter of the second chapter in the holy 
Vedánta-kaustubha, & commentary on the Sariraka-mimamsa and 
composed by the reverend teacher Srinivasa, dwelling under the lotus- 
feet of the holy Nimbarka. 
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COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sütra 51 in his commentary. The same topic continued: 
“If it be objected (that the difference among the individual souls is) 
due to the difference of (their) environments, (we reply:) no, because 
(the difference of environments, such as heaven, hell, and different 
lots in the world) are included under (i.e. due to) adrsta". That is, 
finally, adrsta or the unseen principle is the cause of the difference 
among the souls.! 

Résumé 


The third quarter of the second chapter contains— 

52 sütras and 12 adhikaranas, according to Nimbarka; 
53 sütras and 17 adhikaranas, according to Samkara; 
52 sütras and 7 adhikaranas, according to Ramanuja; 
53 sütras and 17 adhikaranas, according to Bhaskara; 
52 sütras and 12 adhikaranas, according to Srikantha; 
51 sütras and 11 adhikaranas, according to Baladeva. 


Samkara and Bhàskara break each of the sütras 3 and 26 in 
Nimbarka’s commentary into two different ones, and omit sūtra 11. 
Rāmānuja and Srikantha break sūtra 5 in Nimbārka’s com- 
mentary into two different sütras, and take sütras 33 and 34 in it as 


one sitra, reversing the order. 
Baladeva omits sütra 11 in Nimbarka’s commentary. 


—————————————— Ed 


oO 9 tc 


1 G.B. 2.3.51, p. 230, Chap. 2. 
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SECOND CHAPTER (Adhyáya) 
FOURTH QUARTER (P&da) 


Adhikarana 1: The section onvbtled "The origin 
of the sense-organs’. (Sütras 1-4) 


SÜTRA 1 


‘ LIKEWISE THE SENSE-ORGANS.’’ 


Vedanta-parijaita-saurabha 


The origin of the organs is being considered. The sense-organs 
originate like the ether and the rest. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


In the preceding quarter, the absence of any contradiction among 
the scriptural texts regarding the ether and the rest has been shown. 
Now, the author is showing the non-contradictory nature of the 
scriptural texts regarding the organs of the individual soul. 

On the doubt, viz. whether the sense-organs originate or not, 
the prima facie view is as follows: In the discussions about origin, 
e.g. in the scriptural text: ‘From this soul the ether has originated ’ 
(Tait. 2.1), there is no mention of the origin of the sense-organs; 
and in the scriptural text: ‘ “The non-existent, verily, was this in the 
beginning". Then they said: '' What was that non-existent’? '' The 
sages, verily, were the non-existent in the beginning." Then they 
said: ‘‘ Who were those sages". ‘‘ The sense-organs, verily, were the 
sages”? (Sat. Br. 6.1.1, 11), the sense-organs are declared to exist 
prior to creation; hence they do not originate. 

With regard to it, we reply: Just as the elements like the ether 
and the rest, mentioned in the passage: ‘From him arise the vital- 
breath, the mind and all the sense-organs, the ether, the air, fire’ 
(Mund. 2.1.3), originate, “so the sense-organs’’, too, originate. 


1 P. 499, lines 1-2. 
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COMPARISON 
Srikantha 


Interpretation different, viz. he takes it to be setting down the 
prima facie view thus: ‘(Just as the individual soul is eternal) so are 
the sense-organs 1 (as declared by Scripture 2)’. 


SÜTRA 2 


“ON ACCOUNT OF THE IMPOSSIBILITY OF A SECONDARY (ORIGIN)." 


Vedànta -párijata -saurabha 


It cannot be said also that in the section concerned with creation, 
e.g. in the passage: "From the self the ether has originated" (Tait. 
2.1), there being no mention of the origin of the organs, the text 
regarding the origin of the organs is secondary,—‘“‘on account of the 
impossibility of a secondary" (origin). That is, the sense-organs 
must have origin, as the majority of scriptural texts designate such an 
origin, and as, otherwise, the initial proposition that there is the 
knowledge of all through the knowledge of one will come to be con- 


tradicted. 
Vedanta-kaustubha 


Having rejected the doubt,—viz. by reason of its opposition 
to the scriptural text: ‘“The non-existent, verily, was this in the 
beginning”’’ (Tait. 2.7), the scriptural text about the origin of the 
sense-organs is secondary,—the author states the reason for the view 
that the sense-organs, too, originate. 

The compound “gaunydsambhava’’ is to be explained as ‘impos- 
sibility of a secondary (origin)', i.e. the scriptural text about the 
origin of the sense-organs cannot be secondary. Hence the sense- 
organs do originate. If it be asked: Why impossible ?—(we reply:) 
Because the scriptural text about origin can be understood literally, 
because there are numerous scriptural texts regarding such an origin, 
and because otherwise the initial proposition will come to be con- 
tradicted, i.e. because there are numerous scriptural texts designat- 
ing origination, such as: ‘From him arise the vital-breath, the 


1 Ék. B. 2.4.1, p. 168. 
2 I.o. Sat. Br. 6.1.1, 1——quoted by Srintvdsa. 


. [sC. 2. 4. 2. 
452 VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA ADH. 1.] 


mind and all the sense-organs’ (Mund: 2.1.3), ‘Just as small sparks 
come forth from fire, so exactly do all the sense-organs from this soul’ 
{Brh. 2.1.20), ‘Seven sense-organs arise’ (Mund. 2.1.7). Having 
made the initial assertion, viz. that there is the knowledge of one 
through the knowledge of all thus: ‘ "What being known, sir, all this 
comes to be known? ”’ (Mund. 2.1.3), the text goes on to declare, 
in order to prove it, that ‘From him arise the vital-breath, the mind 
and all the sense-organs' (Mund. 2.1.3) and so on. This initial 
proposition is proved only if all the effects, like the sense-organs and 
the rest, are admitted to have Him as their material cause. The 
scriptural text: ‘The non-existent alone was this in the beginning’ 
(Sat. Br. 6.1.1, 1), on the other hand, is to be explained as referring 
to the cause. Hence there is no contradiction. 


COMPARISON 
Raméanuja 


He takes this and the next siitra as one sütra. Interpretation 
different, viz. “(The plural number in the text!) is secondary, be- 
cause of impossibility”, i.e. because prior to creation Brahman alone 
exists.2 

Srikantha 


He regards this siitra as answering the prima facie objection. 
He too like Ramanuja takes this and the next sūtra as forming a 
single sūtra, and interprets it just like Ramanuja. 


Baladeva 
Interpretation just like Rámünuja's. 


1 Viz. Sat. Br. 6.1.1, 1. See Srinivésa above. It has been stated under 
the previous sūtra that the words ‘sense-organs’ and ‘sages’ in that passage denote 
Brahman. But how then to account for the plural number ?—to this question 
the present sūtra replies. 

2 Sri. B. 2.4.2, p. 170, Part 2. 
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SOTRA 3 
“AND ON ACCOUNT OF THE DIREOT MENTION (IN) THAT OF WHAT 
IS PRIOR.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“On account of the direct mention," in that text, of the verb,— 
used in its primary sense in connection with the ether and the rest,— 
in reference to the sense-organs as well, the origin of the sense-organs 
is primary. 

Vedanta-kaustubha 

For this reason, too, the origin of the sense-organs is primary ,— 
so says the author. 

“On account of the direct mention," in "that", i.e. in the text: 
‘From him arise the vital-breath, the mind and all the sense-organs, 
the ether, the air’ (Mund. 2.1.3), of the word ‘arises’,—used in its 
primary sense with reference to the ether and so on,—with reference 
to the sense-organs, mentioned even prior to the ether and the rest,— 
the scriptural text designating the origin of the sense-organs is, indeed, 
primary. It is not possible that one and the same word ‘arises’ is 
used in a secondary sense with reference to the sense-organs, and in a 
primary sense with reference to the ether and the rest. For this 
reason too, it is used in à primary sense alone in both the cases. 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


Interpretation exactly like Ramanuja’s second half of the preced- 
ing sütra.! 


SÜTRA 4 
“On ACCOUNT OF SPEECH BEING PRECEDED BY THAT." 


Vedànta-pàárijata-saurabha 


The sense-organs originate like the ether and the rest because 
of the mention of speech, the vital-breath and the mind as preceded 
by light, water and food in the passage: ‘“The mind, my dear, is 


—— —— 


1 Q.B. 2.4.3, p. 234. Chap. 2. 
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composed of food, the vital-breath is composed of water, speech is 
composed of light’’’ (Chand. 6.5.4 4). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the allegation, viz. that in the section treating of creation, 
the origin of the sense-organs is not mentioned,—the author replies 
here: 

On account of the mention in the Chandogya of speech, the vital- 
breath and the mind as preceded by light, water and food respectively, 
having Brahman for their material cause, thus: ‘ “The mind, my 
dear, is composed of food, the vital-breath is composed of water, 
speech is composed of light” °’ (Chand. 6.5.4), there is origin (of the 
sense-organs). Hence it is established that the sense-organs do 
originate on the ground of the following reasons, viz. there is the 
mention of the origin (of the sense-organs) in’ the section treating of 
origin too, there are also numerous texts designating the origin of 
the sense-organs, and, finally, the initial assertion too that there is the 
knowledge of all through the knowledge of one is established only 
on this view. 


Here ends the section entitled “The origin of the sense-organs" (2). 


COMPARISON 
Ramanuja 


This is sūtra 3 in his commentary. Interpretation different. 
He continues the same topic, viz. that the word ‘prana’ in the above 
passage does not stand for the sense-organs, but for Brahman. Hence 
the sütra: “Because of speech (ie. names of objects) being preceded 
by that (viz. the existence of those objects)". That is, names of 
objects pre-suppose the existence of objects. But prior to creation 
there were no objects, and hence no speech or organs of speech and 
80 on.? 

Srikantha 

This is sütra 3 in his commentary too. Interpretation similar 
to Rü&münuja's, viz. “Because of speech (i.e. names and forms) being 
preceded by that (i.e. by the creation by the Lord).8 


1 S, B. 3 Sri. B. 2.4.3, pp. 170-71, Chap. 2. 
8 Sk. B. 2.4.3, p. 167, Parts 7 and 8. 
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Baladeva 


He also continues the same topic thus: “Because of speech (i.e. 
Brahman) being prior to that (viz. pradhüna and rest) ”.1 


Adhikarana 2: The section entitled “The going 
of the seven”., (Sitras 5-6) 


PRIMA FACIE VIEW (Sütra 5) 


SOTRA 5 


“ON ACCOUNT OF THE GOING OF THE SEVEN, AND ON AOCOUNT 
OF BEING SPEOCIFIED.”’ 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


On the doubt, viz. whether they are seven or eleven, the prima 
facie view is as follows: Because of the going (of the sense-organs), 
mentioned in the passage: ‘The vital-breath going out all the 
sense-organs go out’ (Brh. 4.4.22), and because of their being specified 
as seven only in that very passage: ‘He does not see,—does not 
smell,—does not taste,—does not speak,—does not hear,—does not 
think,—does not touch' (Brh. 4.4.23), the sense-organs are seven 
only. 

Vedànta -kaustubha 

Now, desirous of determining the number of the sense-organs, 
the author is stating the prima facie view with a view to removing 
the contradictions among the texts about it. 

On the doubt, viz. whether these sense-organs are seven or eleven, 
(the prima facie objector replies:) “Because of the going of seven", 
mentioned in the passage: 'The vital-breath going out, all the sense- 
organs go out’ (Brh. 4.4.2), they are seven only. How is it known 
that seven alone go out? “Because of (their) being specified," 
ie. because in the passage: “When the person in the sun moves 
&bout back, then he becomes non-knowing of forms, he becomes one, 


1 G.B. 2.4.4, p. 235, Chap. 2. 

3 B. 

$ Not quoted by others. The phrase: “iti dhuh eki-bhavati" is to be 
supplied in each dotted portion. 
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he does not see, does not smell, does not taste, does not speak, does 
not hear, does not think, does not touch’ (Brh. 4.4.1-2), only seven, 
like the eye, etc., are specified. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


According to him “gateh’’ = avagateh, i.e. because of under- 
standing.! 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (Sūtra 6) 
SÜTRA 6 


“Bur (THERE ARE) HANDS AND THE REST, (THESE ADDITIONAL 

SENSE-ORGANS) BEING ESTABLISHED, THEREFORE (THAT) IS NOT 

so." l 
Vedānta-pārijāta-saurabha 


The correct conclusion is as follows: It being definitely ascertained 
from the passage: ‘The hand, verily, is an organ of sense’ (Brh. 
3.2.8 2) and so on, that there are more than seven, it is not to be thought 
there are only seven sense-organs. In accordance with the scriptural 
passage: ‘There are ten sense-organs in a person, the soul is the 
eleventh’ (Brh. 3.9.4 3), there are eleven sense-organs. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The author states the right conclusion. 

The term “but” intimates the blindness of the prima facie 
opponent. In the scriptural text: ‘The hand, verily, is an organ of 
sense. It is seized by action as an over-sense-organ, for by the hands 
one performs action’ (Brh. 3.2.8), "the hands and the rest", over 
and above the seven, are mentioned. '''Therefore" the hands and the 
rest, over and above the seven, '' being established"', and in the pas- 
sage: ‘All the sense-organs go out’ (Brh. 4.4.2) the going out of all 
the sense-organs being not specified, it cannot be thought that there 
are only seven of them. But the fact is that there are eleven sense- 
organs in accordance with the scriptural and Smrti texts: ‘There 


1 §.B. 2.4.5, p. 653. 
* Š, Bh, B. 3 Op. cit. 
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are ten sense-organs in a person, the soul is the eleventh’ (Brh. 3.2.8), 
"The sense-organs are ten and one’ (Gité 15.5). Among these, 
five are organs of knowledge, viz. ear, skin, eye, tongue and nose. 
They have five objects, viz. sound and the rest. Five are organs of 
action, viz. speech, hands, feet, organ of elimination and organ of 
egeneration. They have five objects like word and the rest. The 
internal organ is the: mind, the cause of resolution and the rest. In 
this way it is established that there are altogether eleven sense-organs. 


Here ends the section entitled “The going of the seven” (2). 


COMPARISON 
Ramanuja, Srikantha and Baladeva 
This is sütra 5 in the commentaries of the first two, but sütra 6 


in the commentary of the last. Interpretation of the word “sthite”’ 
different, viz. “because of abiding (in the body and assisting the soul).! 


Adhikarana 3: The sectionentitled “The atom- 
icity of the sense-organs”. (Sütra 7) 


SÜTRA 7 
* AND ATOMIC." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


In accordance with the scriptural text regarding going out, viz.: 
‘All the sense-organs go out’ (Brh. 4.4.22), the sense-organs are 
“atomic”. 

Vedānta-kaustubha 

Now the author is showing the size of the sense-organs. 

On the doubt, viz. whether the sense-organs are atomic or all- 
pervading, the Sàmkhyas maintain that they are all-pervasive, being 
effects of the unlimited ahamkāra. In accordance with the scriptural 


1 §ri. B. 2.4.5, p. 173, Part 2; Sk. B. 2.4.5, p. 169, Parts 7 and 8; G.B. 
2.4.6. n 
3 R, Sk, B. 
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text also: ‘These are equal and infinite’ (Brh. 1.5.18), they are 
certainly all-pervading, this is the prima facie view. 

The correct conclusion is that in conformity with the scriptural 
text about their-going out, viz.: ‘The vital-breath going out, all the 
sense-organs go out’ (Brh. 4.4.2), they are atomic. There is no 
fixed rule that unlimited effects arise from what is unlimited, it being 
found that a small flower arises from a huge tree and so on. The 
above-quoted scriptural text, on the other hand, simply lays down 
that the. sense-organs are innumerable, or serves the purpose of medi- 
tation, mentioned in the scriptural text: ‘Now who, verily, meditates 
on these, the infinite’ (Brh. 1.5.13). Hence it is established that 
the sense-organs are atomic. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘‘ The atomicity of the 
| sense-organs " (3). 


Adhikarana 4: The section entitled "The origin 
of the chief vital-breath". (Sūtra 8) 


SÜTRA 8 
* AND THE BEST." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 
“The best," i.e. the chief vital-breath, mentioned in the scrip- 
tural text: ‘The vital-breath, verily, is the oldest and the best’ 
(Chand. 5.1.11), originates like the great elements. Why? In 
conformity with the same scriptural text, viz. ‘From him arise the 
vital-breath’ (Mund. 2.1.3). 


Vedàánta-kaustubha 

Now, incidentally, the origin of the chief vital-breath is being 
considered. 

On the doubt, viz. whether the chief vital-breath, the cause of 
the subsistence of body and mentioned in the scriptural text, viz.: 
"The vital-breath, verily, is the oldest and the best’ (Chand. 5.1.1), 
originates like the great elements,—if it be suggested: It does not 
originate. Why? Because in the text: ‘There was neither death, 
nor the immortal, nor then a sign of night or day. That one breathed 


1 8, 
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without wind by its self-power. There was, verily, nothing whatso- 
ever other than it, or higher’ (Rg. V. 10.129.21), by the words ‘was 
breathing’, meaning ‘He existed breathing’, the motion of the vital- 
breath at the time of the universal dissolution is designated. 

We reply: “The chief too", i.e. the chief vital-breath, too, 
originates like the elements and the rest, since in the scriptural text: 
‘From him arise the vital-breath, the mind and all the sense-organs, 
the ether, the air’ (Mund. 2.1.3), like the origin of the great elements 
and the rest, the origin of the chief vital-breath, too, is mentioned; 
and since it is known that prior to creation there was unity alone 
and no diversity. 

The meaning of the text: ‘There was neither death’ (Rg. V. 
10.129.2), on the other hand, is as follows: ‘Then’, i.e. at the time 
of the universal dissolution, ‘there was no death’, the killer. There 
was ‘no immortal with self-power’, i.e. there was no food of the 
gods (amrta) together with the food of fathers (svadha). There was 
neither the moon, the sign of the night, nor the sun, the sign of the 
day. 'That one,' ie. Brahman alone, the seed of the universe, 
*breathed', i.e. existed. Of what nature was He?  ' Breathless,' 
i.e. without effects like the air and the rest, viz. in His causal state. 
There was nothing other than Him, i.e. Brahman. 

Hence it is established that like the ether and the rest, the chief 
vital-breath too originates from Brahman. 


Here ends the section entitled “The origin of the chief vital- 
breath ” (4). 


Adhikarana 5: The section entitled “The air 
and function". (Sütras 9—12) 
f SÜTRA 9 


“(THE VITAL-BREATH IS) NOT AIR AND FUNCTION, ON ACCOUNT 
OF THE SEPARATE TEACHING." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The vital-breath is “not” mere “air”, nor a sense-organ, nor a 
“function” (of the sense-organs). But we hold that the vital-breath 


! P. 387, lines 21-23. 
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is nothing but air that has assumed a differenf condition, “on account 
of the separate teaching", viz. ‘From him arise the vital-breath, the 
mind and all the sense-organs, the ether, the air' (Mund. 2.1.3). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now the author is stating the nature of the chief vital-breath. 

On the doubt, viz. whether the vital-breath, the oldest, is the air, 
one of the great elements, or the general function of the sense-organs, 
or nothing but the great element air that has assumed a different 
condition, if it be suggested: In accordance with the statement, viz.: 
* What is the vital-breath that is the air. This air is five-fold, prana, 
apana, vyàna, udàna, samāna”,! it is nothing but the air. Or else, 
the vital-breath is the common function of the sense-organs as held 
by the Samkhyas ? and is of five kinds,— 


We reply: The vital-breath is “not the air” simply, nor a general 
mode consisting in the function of the sense-organs. Why? “On 
account of the separate teaching," i.e. because in the text: 'From 
him arise the vital breath, the mind and all the sense-organs, the ether, 
the air’ (Mund. 2.1.3), the vital-breath is taught as something 
different from the second great element air and from the sense-organs. 
If the vital-breath be mere air, then this separate designation would 
be set aside. And, if it be a mere mode of the sense-organs, then, too, 
its separate designation from the possessors of the mode (viz. the 
sense-organs) would be futile, as what arises separately being itself 
an object, cannot be the function of other objects like the sense- 
organs. The vital-breath, thus, is nothing but the great element air 
that has assumed a different condition, this being the only alternative 
left. Hereby, any conflict with the text ‘What is the vital-breath 
that is the air’, too, is avoided. 


1 For the nature and function of these five modes, see V.R.M. 
3 Vide Sam. Su. 2.31. 
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SÜTRA 10 


“BUT LIKE THE EYES AND THE REST, (THE VITAL-BREATH IS AN 
INSTRUMENT OF THE SOUL), BECAUSE OF BEING AN OBJECT TO BE 
TAUGHT TOGETHER WITH THEM AND SO ON." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Though the best, the vital-breath is but a special instrument of 
the individual soul, “like the eyes and the rest". Why? “On 
account of being an object to be taught and so on,”’ i.e. on account 
of the teaching of the vital-breath together with the eyes and the 
rest in the dialogue among the sense-organs and so on. 

The author shows that the vital-breath, being under the control 
of the individual soul, is serviceable to the soul like the eyes and the 


rest. 
Vedanta-kaustubha 


The meaning of the term ''but"' is that in spite of its superiority 
to the sense-organs, no independence is possible on the part of the 
vital-breath, as is possible on the part of the individual soul. The 
vital-breath is “like the eyes and the rest". That is, just as the eyes 
and the rest are instruments of the individual soul, so the vital-breath 
is a special instrument of the individual soul. To the question: 
Whence is it known that it is an instrument of the soul ?—We reply: 
* Because of being an object to be taught together with them", i.e. 
because of the teaching of the vital-breath together with them, i.e. 
together with the eyes and the rest, in the dialogue among the sense- 
organs. By the phrase: "and so on"', reasons like non-sentience, 
incapability of self-dependence and the rest are implied. 


SÜTRA 11 


* AND (THERE IS) NO FAULT ON THE GROUND OF (ITS) NOT BEING 
A SENSE-ORGAN, FOR THUS (SCRIPTURE) SHOWS." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If it be objected: If the vital-breath be an instrument of the 
individual soul, then there being no activity suitable to it, there must 
be fault **on the ground of (its) not being a sense-organ”’,— 


(st. 2. 4. 11. 
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(We reply:) “no’’, since the scriptural text: ' *I alone, dividing 
myself five-fold, support and hold the body”’ (Praéna 2.3 1), "shows "' 
that the holding up of the body is the peculiar function of the vital- 
breath. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be objected: Just as one can be a perceiver only if there be 
some object to be perceived, so a thing may be an instrument only 
if there be some function to be accomplished by it; and this is not 
found. Hence the vital-breath cannot be a sense-organ. Thus, 
as the vital-breath is not a sense-organ, so if it be an instrument of the 
individual soul, it is but a futile one,— 

We reply: “No”. There is no such fault. “For,” i.e. since, 
in order that the vital-breath may be serviceable as an instrument 
of the individual soul, the holy Scripture “shows”, under the dialogue 
among the sense-organs, that a purpose is served by the vital-breath 
as well—one that cannot be served by the sense-organs,—viz. the 
holding up of the body and the sense-organs: 'The chief vital-breath 
said to them: “ Do not fall in delusion. It is I alone who, dividing 
myself five-fold, support and hold the body”’’ (Praéna 2.3). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhüskara 


According to them the word '"akarapatvüt'" answers the prima 
facie, viz. that if the vital-breath be an organ of the soul, then there 
must be a sense-object for it, like colour for the eyes and so on. The 
answer is that there need be no sense-object, since the vital-breath 
is not an organ like the eyes and the rest. Still it is not devoid of 
a function, the holding of the body being its special function.? 


Ràmànuja, Srikagtha and Baladeva 


According to them, the word “akaranatvat’’ means: ‘On account 
of not having a function". That is, no objection can be raised on 


1 8, 
2 S.B. 2.4.11, pp. 662-63; Bh. B. 2.4.11, p. 148. 
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the ground that the vital-breath has no special activity, for it does 
have a special function.! 


SÜTRA 12 


“(THE VITAL-BREATH) HAVING FIVE MODES IS DESIGNATED LIKE 
THE MIND." 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Just as the mind having many modes serves the individual soul 
through its own modes like desire and the rest, so the vital-breath, 
too, "having five modes, is designated" as serving the soul through 
its modes like apána and the rest. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The author points out that the same vital-breath is designated 
as manifold through the difference of modes, but these latter are not 
separate entities. The vital-breath does not serve the soul by only 
holding up the body, but by other functions too. 

Just as in conformity with the text: ‘Desire, resolution, doubt, 
faith,—2, firmness, lack of firmness, bashfulness, meditation, fear,— 
all these are the mind alone’ (Brh. 1.5.3), the mind alone, possessed 
of desire and the rest as its modes, serves the individual soul through 
its own modes, but desire, resolution and the rest are not special 
kinds of entities, so by the text: ‘The prána, apina, vyüna, udāna, 
samana—all these are the vital-breath' (Brh. 1.5.3), the vital-breath 
alone “is designated as having five modes". The apána and the rest 
are the modes of the vital-breath itself, but not separate entities, and 
it serves the soul through its own modes,—this is the sense. This 
being so, it is established that the vital-breath is the air itself that has 
assumed a different condition, an instrument of the individual soul, 
possessed of many modes and is the best. 


Here ends the section entitled “The air and function" (5). 


1 frt. B. 2.4.10, p. 177, Part 2, Madras ed.; Sk. B. 2.4.10, p. 174, Parts 7 
and 8; G.B. 2.4.11. 
3 “Lack of faith.” 
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Adhikarana 6: The section entitled “The atom- 
icity of the best”. (Sütra 13) 


SOTRA 13 
* AND ATOMIC." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


In accordance with the scriptural text designating departure, 
the vital-breath, too, is “atomic”. 


Vedànta-kaustubha 

Now the size of the chief vital-breath is being considered. 

On the doubt, viz. whether the chief vital-breath is great in size 
or atomic,—if the suggestion be: In accordance with the scriptural 
texts: ‘Everything is installed in the vital-breath' (Praéna 2.6), 
“For all this is covered by the vital-breath", it is great in size,— 

We reply: The vital-breath, the best, too, should be known to 
be “atomic”, in accordance with the scriptural text: “He going out, 
the vital-breath goes out after him” (Brh. 4.4.2). The above scrip- 
tural texts, on the other hand, refer to the vital-breath in its collective 
aspect. Hence, it is established that the best (viz. the chief vital- 
breath) is atomic. 


Here ends the section entitled “The atomicity of the best" (6). 


Adhikarapa 7: The section entitled "The super- 
intending of fire and the rest". (Sütras 14-18) 


SÜTRA 14 


“ BUT THE SUPERINTENDING OF FIRE AND THE REST, ON ACCOUNT 
OF THE DECLARATION OF THAT." 


Vedanta -pàrijáta-saurabha 
The sense-organs proceed to their respective functions as initiated 
by the divinities like fire and the rest, in accordance with the scrip- 
tural text: ‘Fire becoming speech entered into the mouth’ (Ait. 
1.2.4 1). 


1 S, B. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now, the activity of the sense-organs is being discussed. 

On the doubt, viz. whether the sense-organs like the eye and the 
rest proceed to their respective objects through their own power alone, 
er as initiated by their respective presiding divinities,—the suggestion 
being: Through their .own power, in accordance with the scriptural 
text: ‘For by the eyes one sees colours’ (Brh. 3.9.20),— 

We reply: “Fire and so on". The term “but” is meant for 
disposing of the prima facie view. Speech and the rest function only 
as superintended by fire and so on, i.e. by the divinities like fire 
and so on. The word ''superintending" means that which is super- 
intended or initiated, i.e. an object to be initiated. Just as chariots 
and the rest move as superintended by charioteers and others, so is 
the case here. Why? “On account of the declaration of that", 
i.e. on account of the declaration", or mention, in the sacred text, 
“of that” or of the fact of their being superintended by fire and the 
rest,! thus: 'Fire becoming speech entered into the mouth, the air 
becoming the vital-breath entered into the nose, the sun becoming 
sight entered into the eyes’ (Ait. 1.2.4). If there be no relation of the 
initiated and the initiator, the entering of the fire and the rest must 
become meaningless. The scriptural text: ‘For by the eyes’ (Brh. 
3.9.20) and so on should be known to have served its purpose by 
proving simply that the eyes and the rest are sense-organs. 


COMPARISON 
Rámánuja and Srikantha 


They read this and the next sütra as one sütra, interpreting it 
differently thus: “ But the rule of the fire and the rest with the bearer 
of the vital-breath (i.e. the individual soul) (over the sense-organs is) 
on account of the thinking of that (viz. the Lord), in accordance with 
scriptural text." That is, we learn from Scripture that the fire-god 
and the rest, as well as the individual soul rule over the sense-organs, 
but their rule depends on the will of the Lord.2 


1 This explains the compound ''tad-dmanandt". 
8 Sri. B. 2.4.14, pp. 181-82, Part 1, Madras ed.; Sk. B. 2.4.14, p. 178, 
Parts " and 8. 


30 
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Baladeva 


Interpretation different, viz. ‘‘ But the light (jyotih) is the prime 
ruler (àdyadhisthàna), on account of the declaration of that." That 
is, the Lord is the primary initiator of the sense-organs, while the 
fire-god and the rest, and the individual soul are secondary initiators.! 


SOTRA 15 


“ WITH THE POSSESSOR OF THE VITAL-BREATH, ON ACCOUNT OF 
SORIPTURAL TEXT." 


Vedanta -parijata-saurabha 


There is a servant-master relation between the sense-organs and 
the individual soul alone. The soul is the enjoyer, “on account of 
the scriptural text": ‘Now where the eye has entered into the ether, 
that is the seeing person: the eye is for seeing’ (Chand. 8.12.4 2). 


Vedünta-kaustubha 


If this be so, then enjoyment, too, may pertain to the gods,—to 
this the author replies: 

The possessor of the vital-breath is one who has the vital-breath, 
the cause of the holding up of the body and the sense-organs. The 
sense-organs have a servant-master relation '*with the possessor of 
the vital-breath’’, i.e. with the individual soul. This being so, the 
possessor of the vital-breath alone is the enjoyer of objects through 
the sense-organs,—thisisthesense. Why? “Onaccount of scriptural 
text", ie. on account of the scriptural text: ‘Now, where the eye 
has entered into the ether, that is the seeing person; the eye is for 
seeing’ (Chand. 8.12.4). | 


1 G.B. 2.4.14, p. 249, Chap. 2. 
3 $,Bp. 
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SOTRA 16 
“ON ACCOUNT OF THE ETERNITY OF THAT." 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“On account of the eternity” of the above relationship with the 
individual soul alone, but not with the presiding deities. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


For this reason;.too, the enjoyer of the fruits, accomplishable 
by the sense-organs, is their master, the possessor of the vital-breath 
alone; but their presiding deities are not such enjoyers, “on account of 
the eternity of that’’, i.e. because there is an eternal relation between 
the sense-organs and the possessor of the vital-breath alone, as proved 
by the scriptural text: ‘He going out the vital-breath goes out after 
him. The vital-breath going out all the sense-organs go out after 
it’ (Brh. 4.4.2). The gods, on the other hand, abide in highest 
lordship, and not in what is wretched (viz. the body), in accordance 
with the scriptural text: ‘Evil, verily, does not approach the gods’ 
(Brh. 1.5.20 1). 


COMPARISON 
All others add a “ca” in the middle thus: “Tasya ca nityatvat”’. 


Samkara 


The interpretation of the word “tasya” different, viz.: “Because 
of the eternity of that (viz. of the individual soul)". That is, the 
individual soul alone abides permanently in the body as the enjoyer, 
but the deities cannot do so.? 


Ràmànuja and Srikantha 


This is sūtra 14 in their commentaries. Interpretation different: 
On account of the eternity of that (viz. of the attribute of being 
ruled by the Lord). That is, all objects are eternally ruled by the 
Lord alone. Hence it follows that the rule of the sense-organs by the 
deities and the individual soul really depends upon the will of the 
Lord. 


1 Reading: “på " and not “anagham’’. | Vide Brh. 1.5.20, p. 70. 
. 3 S.B. 2.4.16, pp. 667-68. 
3 Sri. B. 2.4.14, p. 182, Part 2; Sk. B. 2.4.14, pp. 178-79, Parts 7 and 8. 
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Baladeva 


Interpretation different, viz. And on account of the eternity 
of that, (i.e. of the relationship between the Lord and the gods). 
That is, there being an eternal relation between the gods and the 
Lord, the real ruler, the gods rule the sense-organs and so on, through 
the mere will of the Lord.! 


SÜTRA 17 


“THEY (ARE) SENSE-ORGANS, ON ACCOUNT OF THE DESIGNATION 
OF THOSE AS OTHER THAN THE BEST.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“On account of the designation of those,” i.e. of sense-organs, 
as different from the chief in the passage: ‘From him arise the vital- 
breath, the mind and all the sense-organs’ (Mund. 2.1.32), "they", 
ie. the sense-organs, are different entities called ‘sense-organs’, but 
not particular modes of the chief. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Apprehending the objection, viz. in conformity with the scrip- 
tural text: ‘ “Come, let us all become a form of him.” Of him alone, 
they became a form’ (Brh. 1.5.213), other sense-organs, like the 
eye and the rest, are different modes of the chief vital-breath. They 
are not separate entities and cannot, therefore, have a separate re- 
lation with the possessor of the vital-breath (viz. the individual soul), 
our purpose being served if they have a relation with the vital-breath 
alone,—the author replies here. 

“On account of the designation of those,” i.e. of them “as different 
from the chief” vital-breath in the passage: ‘From him arise the vital- 
breath, the mind and all the sense-organs’ (Mund. 2.1.3), separate 
entities indeed are designated by the scriptural text: "Those prápas 


1 G.B. 2.4.16, p. 250, Chap. 2. 

s $. Bh, B. 

9 Vide Brh. 1.5.21 for the story. When the different sense-organs were 
created by Prajdpati, death came and overcame them all, with the exception of 
the vital-breath. Thereupon, the sense-organs decided to assume the form of the 
vital-breath. 
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other than the chief, are the sense-organs’. Otherwise, the eye and the 
rest too being understood—like apàna and so on—simply by the 
phrase: ‘From him arise the vital-breath’, the separate mention: 
‘and all the sense-organs' must be meaningless. Hence the sense- 
organs being separate entities, their relation with the possessor of the 
vital-breath or the individual soul must be depicted to be certainly 
different from their relation with the vital-breath. 

It cannot be said also that the mind too, which is separately 
designated, cannot be a sense-organ,—since in accordance with the 
Smrti passages, viz.: “The sense-organs of which the mind is the sixth ” 
(Gita 15.7), “The sense-organs are ten and one” (Gità 13.6), as well 
as in accordance with the scriptural text: ‘There are ten sense-organs 
in a person, the soul is the eleventh’ (Brh. 3.9.4), the mind as well is 
admitted to be a sense-organ. The separate designation of the mind, 
too, is not futile, since the mind being the leader of the sense-organs 
in conformity with the text: ''" And of the sense-organs, I am the 
mind" (Gità 10.22), such a separate mention has a meaning. By 
the scriptural text: ‘‘‘ Come let us assume all become a form of him 
alone’’’ (Brh. 1.5.21), on the other hand, it is denoted simply that the 
activities of the sense-organs are under the control of the vital-breath. 
The sense-organs, also, being under the vital-breath, are called ' vital- 
breaths’,! just as in the text: ‘All this verily, is Brahman’ (Chand. 
3.14.1), the term ‘Brahman’ has been applied to the world, it being 
under His control. 


SÜTRA 18 


*ON ACCOUNT OF THE SORIPTURAL TEXT REGARDING DIFFERENCE 
AND ON AOOOUNT OF DIFFERENOXZ." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“On account of the scriptural mention of the difference"' of the 
chief vital-breath from speech and the rest at the end of the section 
treating of speech, etc. thus: ‘Then, verily, they said to the breath 
in the mouth’ (Brh. 1.3.72); “and on account of the difference” of 
the sense-organs, the apprehenders of sense-objects, from the best 
vital-breath, the cause of the subsistence of the body, the sense-organs 
and the rest,—they are separate entities. 


m 


1 Prana. 2 $, Bh. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


Having begun thus: ‘They said to speech’ (Brh. 1.3.2), and 
having concluded the section treating of speech and the rest, destroyed 
by the demons, Scripture goes on to declare the chief vital-breath as 
different from the sense-organs like speech, etc. in a passage in a 
different section: ‘Then, verily, they said to the breath in the mouth’ 
(Brh. 1.3.7). There is also a great difference between them, such 
as: the best vital-breath is the cause of the holding up of the body, 
the sense-organs and so on, while the sense-organs have speech and 
the rest for their objects, and so on. Hence, the sense-organs are 
different from the chief vital-breath,—this is the sense. Thus it 
is established that the sense-organs 1,—presided over by the gods, 
connected with the individual soul, and denoted by the term ‘sense- 
organ’,—are different from the best vital-breath. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘‘The superintending of fire and 
the rest” (7). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara, Bhaskara and Baladeva 


They divide this sūtra into two different sütras, thus: ''Bheda- 
fruteh”’ and ''Vailaksanàc ca”. 


Adhikarana 8: The section entitled “The making 
of name and form". (Sütras 19-21) 
SUTRA 19 
“BUT THE MAKING OF NAME AND FORM (IS THE FUNCTION) OF 
HIM WHO RENDERS TRIPARTITE, ON ACOOUNT OF TEACHING.” 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The evolution of names and forms too,—mentioned in the texts: 
‘That divinity thought: ‘‘Come, let me, having entered into these 


1 Pranas. 
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three deities with this living soul, evolve name and forms’’’ (Chand. 
6.3.2 1, **Let me make each of them tripartite” ’ (Chand. 6.3.3 2)— 
is the work of the Supreme Being alone “who renders tripartite”. 
He alone who made each of the deities tripartite is the creator of names 
and forms like fire, sun and the rest. Why? Because beginning 
thus: ‘That divinity’ (Chand. 6.3.2), the text goes on to teach that 
the evolution (of names and forms) is due to the Supreme Deity thus: 
‘“TLet me, having entered with this living soul, evolve name and 
form’’’ 3 (Chand. 6.3.2). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Thus, there being an enquiry with regard to the characteristic 
marks of the object which one should desire to enquire into (viz. 
Brahman), it has been established in the preceding chapter 4, that He 
is the cause of the world. Here, on the other hand, with a view to 
confirming it and demonstrating the cause of the world as held by us, 
it has been firmly established, after an examination of the cause 
as designated by others,5 that the ether and the rest are created by 
Brahman. Then, the author is, now, removing a doubt as to whether 
the evolution of name and form is due to the Supreme Brahman—a 
doubt arising from the word ‘individual soul’ in the scriptural text 
to be cited hereafter. _ 

The evolution of name and form is mentioned in the Chándogya, 
under the section teaching of the Existent, in the passages: 'That 
divinity thought: “Come, let me, having entered into these three 
deities with the living soul (jfvàtman), evolve name and form"' 
(Chand. 6.3.2), ‘‘‘ Let me make each of them tripartite" ' (Chand. 
6.3.3). The question is: Is this evolution due to the individual soul 
or to the Supreme Soul? If it be suggested: To the individual soul 
alone, as indicated.by the phrase: ‘having entered with this living 
soul’ ,— 

We reply: The word “but” is meant for disposing of the prima 
facie view. “The making of name and form,”’ i.e. the evolution of 
name and form, can be the work “of one who renders tripartite”, 
i.e. of the Supreme Soul alone, omniscient and omnipotent who made 


1 É, R, Bh, Sk, B. 3 Op. cit. 
3 §, R, Bh, Sk, B. 4 Vide Br. Sia. 1.1.2. 
5 In the 2nd páda of the 2nd chap. 
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each of the deities tripartite. Why? Having begun thus: “That 
divinity thought" (Chand. 6.3.2), the text goes on to designate,— 
through the use of the first person: ‘ “Let me evolve name and form” ’ 
(Chand. 6.3.2),—the Lord’s resolve to evolve names and forms thus: 
*“Let me make each of them tripartite"' (Chand. 6.3.3). Then, for 
fulfilling this desire, having made each of the deities tripartite prior 
to the creation of the egg, having then created the egg, and having 
then entered therein, He made names and forms. The scriptural 
text about tripartition secondarily implies the process of making each 
element five-fold. Thus, as the Supreme Brahman alone, who renders 
tripartite, has been designated as the creator of names and forms; and 
as the individual soul is incapable of creating names and forms, the 
evolution is due to the former alone. The motive for using the 
term ‘individual soul’ (jivatman) here will be made clear by the 
aphorism: “For (Brahman is) without form" (Br. Si. 3.2.14). 


SOTRA 20 


“FLESH AND THE REST ARE OF AN EARTHLY NATURE, IN AOOORD- 
ANOH WITH SORIPTURAL TEXT, AND THE OTHER TOO." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


That in the body there are the evolutes' of fire, water and food, 
made tripartite, may be ascertained from scriptural text itself, viz. 
‘From the earth the excreta, flesh and the mind; from water urine, 
blood and the vital-breath; from fire the bones, marrow and speech'.1 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


With a view to exhibiting the worthlessness of the physical body, 
the author is demonstrating that the evolutes of the fire, water and 
earth, made tripartite, pertain to the body. 

“Flesh and the rest’’ should be known, “in accordance with 
scriptural text”, “to be of an earthly nature”, i.e. to be arising from, 
the earth, made tripartite, and of the form of rice, barley and so on 
consumed by the embodied soul. By the phrase: “and so on”, the 
excreta and the mind are to be understood. The scriptural text is 
to the effect: ‘The food which is consumed becomes three-fold. 


1 Not quoted by others. 
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That which is its grossest portion becomes the excreta; that which is 
the medium, the flesh; that which is the finest, the mind’ (Chand. 
6.5.1). Similarly, the three evolutes of each “of the other two also", 
i.e. of water and fire, are to be understood. The urine, blood and the 
vital-breath,—these are the evolutes of water. The bones, marrow 
and speech,—these are the evolutes of fire. Here, the vital-breath 
is taken to be an evolute of water, only because it depends on water 
for its existence, the vital-breath being really but a special state 
of the air itself! Likewise, the designation of the earthly nature 
of the mind is only meant for showing that its well-being depends 
to the consumption of food.? The evolutes of fire, too, are to be under- 
stood in a similar manner. 


SOTRA 21 


* BUT ON ACCOUNT OF SPECIALITY, (THERE IS) THAT DESIGNATION, 
THAT DESIGNATION.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“But” they are regarded as different is on the ground of the 
preponderance of parts. 


Here ends the fourth quarter of the second chapter in the Vedanta- 
parijata-saurabha, the explanation of the Sáriraka-mimámsá 
texts by the reverend Nimbarka. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. What is the ground of distinguishing 
among the evolutes of these three elements, made tripartite,—the 
author replies: 

The term “but” is meant for disposing of the objection. On 
account of the preponderance of one element;? “the designation", viz. 
that this is an evolute of this, this of that and so on, is proper. 


1 Vide Br. Su. 2.4.9. 


2 Vide the story of S'vetaketu who failed to remember and recite the 2g-verses 
and so on when he was fasting, but remembered and answered everything when 
he took food. Vide Chand. 6.8.7. 

3 This explains the compound “Vaisegyat”’. 
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The repetition indicates the conclusion of the chapter. Hence it 
is established that there is no contradiction whatsoever among the 
scriptural texts which are in concordance with regard to Brahman, 
Lord Vasudeva. 


Here ends the section entitled ** The making of name and 
form"' (8). 


Here ends the fourth quarter of the second chapter of the holy 
Vedánta-kaustubha, a commentary on the Sàriraka-mimümsà by the 
reverend teacher Srinivasa, dwelling under the lotus-feet of the holy 
Nimbirka, the founder and the teacher of the sect of the venerable 
Sanatkumara. 


Here ends the second chapter entitled ““Non-contradiction”’. 


Résumé 
The fourth quarter of the second chapter contains— 


21 sütras and 8 adhikaranas, according to Nimbarka; 
22 siitras and 9 adhikaranas, according to Samkara; 
19 sütras and 8 adhikaranas, according to Ramanuja; 
22 sütras and 9 adhikaranas, according to Bhaskara; 
19 sütras and 8 adhikaranas, according to Srikantha; 
22 sütras and 15 adhikaranas, according to Baladeva. 


Samkara, Bhaskara and Baladeva divide sūtra 18 in Nimbarka’s 
commentary into two separate sütras. Rāmānuja and Srikantha 
take sütras 2 and 3 in Nimbürka's commentary as one sütra, also 
sutras 14 and 15 as one siitra. 
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VOLUME II 


THIRD CHAPTER (Adhyàya) 


FIRST QUARTER (Pada) 


Adhikarana 1: The section entitled “Obtain- 
ing what is different from that". (Sütras 1-7) 


SOTRA 1 


"IN OBTAINING (A BODY) DIFFERENT FROM THAT (THE SOUL) 
HASTENS CLOSELY EMBRACED, FROM QUESTION AND DETERMINA- 
TION." 


The interpretation of the Brahma-sütras, entitled the Vedànta- 
pàrijáta-saurabha, composed by the reverend Nimbarka. 

The object to be established (viz. Brahman) being definitely 
ascertained by means of concordance and non-contradiction,! now the 
means (sidhanas) are being determined. Here with a view to generat- 
ing dispassion, the author is, first, exhibiting the soul's going to and 
returning from the heaven and the rest. The individual soul, having 
the stated marks? and possessed of the vital-breath, discarding the 
present body, goes to another body, as “closely embraced” indeed 
by the subtle elements. This is known “from question to determina- 
tion", viz.: ‘Do you know how in the fifth oblation water comes to 
have the speech of man?’ (Chand. 5.3.3 3) and so on. 


THE COMMENTARY ENTITLED VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA, COMPOSED BY 
THE REVEREND SRINIVASA. 


'The object to be resorted to, an ocean of all auspicious attributes, 
free by nature from all faults and the object which one should desire 
to enquire after—being determined in the two preceding chapters, 
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1 The concordance of all the scriptural texts with regard to Brahman has 
been demonstrated in the first chaptor; and the non-contradiction in the doctrine 
of the causality of Brahman, in the second. 

2 Vide Br. Sua. 2.3.16 ff. 

3 Š, R, Bh, Sk, B. 
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now, on an enquiry into the means of attaining Him, the means are 
being designated. The first quarter of this first chapter, which explains 
the meaning of several Vedànta texts and removes a variety of doubts, 
tries to generate a strong feeling of disgust towards mundane existence 
by demonstrating the imperfections of the world. The second quarter 
tries to generate a yearning for Brahman by demonstrating His 
attributes. In the third quarter, discussions about the difference 
or non-difference among the meditations on Brahman, as well as the 
determination of the combination or non-combination of details 
therein, are undertaken. In the fourth quarter, on the other hand, 
the doubt being, viz. whether the highest end of men is derived 
from knowledge or from action, it is established that the highest end 
of man arises from knowledge, while work, which is without any 
desire for fruits, is à subsidiary part of knowledge. 
. To begin: In accordance with the texts: “Then these vital- 
breaths gather round him’ (Brh. 4.4.1), ‘It makes another newer...! 
form' (Brh. 4.4.4) the individual soul, accompanied by tho vital- 
breath, the sense-organs and so on, having discarded the prior body, 
obtains another body with a view to enjoying the fruits of the works 
done by itself. Here a doubt arises, viz. whether it goes closely 
embraced by the subtle elements which are the seeds of the future body, 
or not so embraced? If the prima facie view be: In accordance 
with the view of the Sàmkhyas, viz.: ' Wherever, in heaven or in hell, 
the fruits of work are undergone, there alone the particles of elements, 
originating the body which is the abode for undergoing the fruits of 
works, are obtained’, the soul is accompanied by thesc—the author 
states the correct conclusion. 

The individual soul “hastens”, i.e. goes, “closely embraced", 
i.e. surrounded indeed by the subtle elements, the substratum of the 
vital-breath and the rest and the seeds of the future body, “in obtaining 
(a body) different from that ”, i.e. when entering another body. Why! 
“On account of question and determination." The question, to 
begin with, is contained under the knowledge of five fires,? thus: 
“Do you know how in the fifth oblation water comes to have the 
speech of man ?"' (Chand. 5.3.3). "Determination" means answer, 
and it, beginning thus: ‘ “In this fire the gods offer reverence. From 
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1 ** A more auspicious.” 
2 Paficágni-vidyá. Vide Chand. 5.3-5.10. 
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that offering Soma, the king, arises” ’ (Chand. 5.4.2) and so on, 
establishes that water alone, offered to the heaven-world and so on, 
becomes denotable by that term thus: ‘ “In the fifth oblation water 
comes to have-the speech of man "' (Chand. 5.9.1). The sense is 
this: ‘The gods’, i.e. the vital-breaths which are the associates of the 
individual soul, ‘offer’, i.e. throw, ‘reverence’ to the heaven-world, 
imagined as fire; and that is transformed into an immortal body, 
called ‘Soma, the king’. Those very gods offer that body to the 
fire of cloud; and that body, offered thereto, becomes rain. The very 
same gods offer that rain to the fire of earth; and that, offered thereto, 
assumes the form of food. The very same gods offer that food to the 
fire of person; and offered thereto, that food assumes the form of 
semen. The very same gods offer that semen to the fire of woman, 
and that semen, offered thereto, becomes an embryo and obtains 
the namo of a person. In this way, water comes to attain the name 
of a person. Although acquainted with all this, the king Pravahana, 
having put to Svetaketu the questions about the goal of workers, 
asked this too thus: 'Do you know how in the fifth oblation water 
comes to have the speech of man?' (Chànd. 5.3.3). Thus asked, 
Svetaketu, approaching his father Gautama, said: 'I have been asked 
thus by the king, I do not know its answer’. Gautama, himself not 
knowing it, approached the king and said: 'Impart that knowledge 
tous’. Thereupon the king answered Gautama. From such question 
and answer, it is definitely ascertained that the individual soul goes 
to another body as closely embraced indeed by the invisible subtle 
elements. 


SÜTRA 2 


“BUT ON ACCOUNT OF (WATER) CONSISTING OF THE THREE 
(ELEMENTS), ON ACCOUNT OF PREPONDERANCE.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Since water consists of the three elements in accordance with 
the scriptural text about tripartition,! the other two are also to be 
understood here. The mention of water only, on the other hand, 
fits in on account of its preponderance. 


1 Vide Chand. 6.3.3. See Br. Su. 2.4.19-21. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


Apprehending the objection, viz., since in the question: ‘ “Do 
you know how in the fifth oblation "' (Chand. 5.3.3), and likewise 
in the determination (i.e. answer), there is the mention of the term 
‘water’, it is known that the soul goes surrounded by water. This 
being so, it cannot bo said that it goes surrounded by all the subtle 
elements,—the author says: 

The term “but” is meant for disposing of the objection. Since 
water consists of the three elements in accordance with the scriptural 
text: ‘“Let me make each of them tripartite”? (Chand. 6.3.3), 
the other two also are understood, viz. food and fire, the rise of the 
body from mere water being impossible. Why, then, there is the 
mention of water only in the question as well as in the answer ?— 
to this the author replies: “On account of preponderance” of 
water, it alone has been mentioned. Although it appears that 
in the body there is the preponderance of the earth, since it is observed 
to be hard, yet on account of there being the preponderance of water 
in semen and blood, the statement: “On account of preponderance " 


is perfectly justifiable. 
COMPARISON 


Bhaskara 


Reading different, viz. “Atmakat tu...”.1 


SUTRA 3 


“ AND ON ACCOUNT OF THE GOING OF THE SENSE-ORGANS." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


And because of the scriptural declaration of the going of the sense- 
organs thus “He going out .. . all the sense-organs go out after him" 
(Brh. 4.4.22), the soul goes, closely embraced indeed by the subtle 
elements. 

Vedanta-kaustubha 


In accordance with the scriptural text: ‘He going out the vital- 
breath goes out after him. The vital-breath going out, all the sense- 
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1 Bh. B. 3.1.2, p. 152. 2 S, R, Bh, Sk, B. 
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organs go out after it’ (Brh. 4.4.2); in accordance with the Smrti 
passages: ‘ "It draws the sensc-organs of which the mind is the sixth”? 
(Gita 15.7), * When the lord obtains a body and when he departs 
from it, he goes taking them, as the wind take fragrances from their 
abodes”’’ (Gità 15.8); as well as on account of this going of the sense- 
organs like speech and the rest together with the chief (vital-breath), 
the soul goes closely embraced indeed by thc subtle elements, as 
going is not possible on the part of the sense-organs which are 
without a substratum,—this is the sense. 


SOTRA 4 


“TF IT BE OBJECTED: ON ACCOUNT OF THE SCRIPTURAL MENTION 
OF THE GOING (OF SPEECH AND THE REST) TO FIRE AND THE REST, 
—(WE REPLY:) No, ON ACCOUNT OF METAPHORICAL NATURE.” 


\Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If it be objected: Because of the scriptural mention of the 
"going", i.e. disappearance, of speech and the rest into fire and so 
on thus: ‘When the speech of this dead man goes into fire, his breath 
into the air, his eye into the sun’ (Brh. 3.2.13!) and so on, they 
do not go with the soul,—(we reply:) "No", “on account of the 
metaphorical nature” of the text about fire and the rest, it being 
cited together with the text: 'His body-hairs to the medicinal herbs, 
his hairs on the head to the trees’ (Brh. 3.12.13 2). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be objected: The going of the sense-organs with the individual 
soul is not justifiable, since the text: ‘When the speech of this dead 
man goes into fire, his breath into the air, his eye into the sun’ 
(Brh. 3.2.13) mentions the “going”, ie. the disappearance at the 
time of the death of the body, of the sense-organs like speech and 
the rest, into the deities like fire and so ou,—(we reply:) “No”. 
Why? “On account of metaphorical nature". That is, the scriptural 


1 §, R, Bh, Sk, B. 2 Op. cit. 
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text about the dissolution of speech and the rest into fire and so 
on is only figurative, concerned with the passing out of the presiding 
deities, while the text: ‘The vital-breath going out’ (Brh. 4.4.2) 
may be interpreted literally. The metaphorical nature of the text: 
“When the speech of this dead man’ (Brh.3.12.13) is known from 
the fact of its being cited together with the text: ‘His body- 
hairs to the medicinal herbs, his hairs on the head to the trees’ 
(Brh. 3.12.13). It is never found that the body-hairs and the rest 
of a dead man dissolve into the medicinal herbs, etc. 


SÜTRA 5 


“TF IT BE OBJECTED ON ACCOUNT OF NON-MENTION JN THE FIRST, 
(WE REPLY :) IT ALONE,! ON ACCOUNT OF FITTING IN.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 
If it be objected: “On account of the non-mention of water 
“in the first" fire, how can it become a person in the fifth oblation ? 
—(we reply :) “No”, since by the term ‘reverence’ “it alone " is denoted. 
"on account of the fitting in" of the introduction and the rest (on 


this view alone). 
Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be objected: In the text: ‘In this fire the gods offer 
reverence’ (Chand. 5.4.2) reverence is mentioned as the object to 
be offered “in the first" fire, but there is no mention of water, 
and hence how can water become a person in the fifth oblation; and 
how, in the absence of its mention at first, can the going of the soul 
as closely embraced by the subtle elements (i.e. waters) be admitted 
on the ground of its consisting of the three (elements) ?— 

(We reply:) “No”. The term "for" implies the reason, i.e. 
because “the very same” water, mentioned in the question; ' “Do 
you know how in the fifth oblation water comes to have the speech 
of man ? "'' (Chand. 5.3.3), is denoted by the word ‘reverence’. Why? 
“On account of fitting in", i.e. on account of the fitting in of the 
introduction and the conclusion; otherwise the question and the 
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1 The word ‘Ap’ (=water) is always plural. Hence the plural form “tah” 
has been used in the sutra, 
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answer cannot refer to the same topic. Thus, if in the beginning of 
the answer, viz. ‘“In this fire the gods offer reverence "' (Chand. 
5.4.2), given to the question, viz. ‘ “Do you know how in the fifth 
oblation water comes to have the speech of a man? "' (Chand. 5.3.3), 
by the term ‘reverence’ (éraddh&) reverence which is of the form of a 
special kind of mental mode be understood, then evidently such 
a reverence, a mere mental mode, cannot be referred to in the subse- 
quent passage: ‘ “Thus, verily, in the fifth oblation water comes to 
have the speech of a man ”’ (Chand. 5.9.1). 

Thus, there must be (on this view) one kind of question, another 
kind of beginning of answer, and another kind of answer. Moreover, 
it is impossible for reverence, which is of the form of a mental mode, 
to be an object that may be offered; and it is also impossible for the 
moon, rain and the rest to have a mental mode as their material 
cause. In the text: ‘Water indeed produces faith in him for holy 
works’, water is declared to be the cause of reverence and reverence 
is declared to be its effect. Accordingly, the word ‘reverence’ should 
be known to imply water metaphorically.! The application of the 
word ‘reverence’ to water is found in Scripture itself. Compare the 
passage: ‘Reverence, verily, is water. Beginning with reverence 
alone he performs a sacrifice’ (Tait. Sam. 1.6.8.1 2). The moon 
too is declared by Scripture to have reverence for its material cause 
in the passage: ''"(The gods) offer reverence. From that offering 
Soma, the king, arises ”° ' (Chand. 5.4.2). 


SÜTRA 6 


'"[r IT BE OBJECTED THAT ON ACCOUNT OF NOT BEING MENTIONED, 
(WE REPLY:) NO, ON ACCOUNT OF THOSE WHO PERFORM SACRIFICES 
AND THE REST BEING KNOWN." ' 


Vedānta-pārijāta-saurabha 


If it be objected that it cannot be said that the individual soul 
goes, closely embraced by the subtle elements, because there is no 
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1 That is, the cause and the effect being non-different, the effect (reverence) 


may stand for the cause (water). 
2 P. 81, lines 23-24, vol. 1. 
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mention of the individual soul as there is of water and the rest,— 
(we reply:) “no”. Having established that those who perform 
sacrifices attain the world of the moon through the path of smoke, 
thus: “Those who worship through sacrifice, charitable deeds and 
alms-giving,—they pass into the smoke’ (Chand. 5.10.31), the text 
goes on to establish them alone by the word ‘Soma’, thus: ‘This is 
Soma, the king’ (Chand. 5.10.42). As pious workers are referred to 
in the passage: ‘Soma, the king, arises’ (Chand. 5.1.2), the above 
objection has no force. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be objected: water may be denoted by the term ‘person’ in 
the fifth oblation through the successive order of reverence, mcon, 
rain and so on. Other two elements, too, may be understood on 
account of water consisting of the three elements. But it cannot be 
said that the individual soul goes, closely embraced by the elements 
like water and so on. Why? Because in this text there is no mention 
of the individual soul as there is of water and the rest,— 

We reply: "No". Why? “On account of those who perform 
sacrifices and the rest being known." Having established that those 
who perform sacrifices and so on attain the world of the moon through 
the path of smoke thus: ‘Those who worship through sacrifices, 
charitable deeds and alms-giving—they pass into the flame' (Chànd. 
5.10.3), the text goes on to denote them alono (viz. those who 
perform sacrifices, ete.) by the word ‘Soma, the king’, thus ‘This is 
Soma, the king’ (Chand. 5.10.4). This being so, in the text under 
discussion too, viz. ‘In this fire the gods offer reverence. From that 
offering Soma, the king, arises’ (Chand. 5.4.2), those who perform 
sacrifices and the rest are referred to by the words ‘Soma, the king’. 
So there is indeed the mention of the individual soul. The sense is 
that it goes, closely embraced by the subtle elements like water and 
the rest. There is no fault whatsoever here. 


1 $, R, Bh, B. 
2 Correct quotation: “Ega Soma rajé”. Vide Chand. 5.10.4, p. 261; 8, R, 
Bh, Sk, B. 
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SUTRA 7 


“Or (THAT DESIGNATION IS) METAPHORICAL, ON ACCOUNT OF 
BEING NOT ACQUAINTED WITH THE SOUL, FOR THIS (SCRIPTURE) 
SHOWS. 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The mere workers “being not acquainted with the soul", stand 
in a subordinate relation to the gods, and hence the designation of 
those who perform sacrifices and the rest as edible, viz. ‘That 
is the food of the gods. The gods eat that’ (Chand. 5.10.4 1) is 
“metaphorical”, in accordance with the scriptural text: ‘He is like 
a beast of the gods’ (Brh. 1.4.10 2). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. The going of the souls, which perform 
sacrifices and the rest, to the world of the moon for undergoing the 
fruits of works appears to be inconsistent, because in the text: ‘That 
is the food of the gods. The gods eat that’ (Chand. 5.10.4), Soma 
is mentioned as the food of the gods. Hence it cannot be said 
that the text: ‘Soma, the king, arises’ (Chand. 5.4.2) refers to the 
souls which perform sacrifices and the rest, it being impossible for the 
souls to be food,—the author replies: 

The term “Or” is meant for disposing of the objection. Since 
those who perform sacrifices and the rest are only implements of 
enjoyment,—like sons, servants and so on,—to the gods, the statement 
that they are food is “metaphorical”, i.e. figurative, but not literal, 
in conformity with the denial of chewing (i.e. actual eating) on the 
part of the gods in the passage: ‘The gods, verily, do not eat, do not 
drink, (but) are satisfied by seeing that very nectar' (Brh. 1.4.10). 

If it be objected: It is unreasonable to hold that one who has 
become a god (viz. Soma) too is the implement of another's enjoyment, 
like sons, servants and the rest,—(We reply:) no, "on account of 
being not acquainted with the soul". Even then, it is indeed reason- 
able to hold that the mere workers “on account of not being acquainted 
with the soul”, are the implements of the enjoyment of those who are 
possessed of knowledge. 


1 §, R, Bh, Sk, B. 2 Op. cit. 


(so. 3. 1. 8. 
484 VEDANTA-PARIJATA-SAURABHA ADH. 2.] 


With a view to dispelling the notion that the view established 
by him is based only on what is seen,! the author says: “For this 
(Scripture) shows °. The scriptural text: ‘He is like a beast of the 
gods’ (Brh. 1.4.10) “shows”? that the individual soul, because of 
being not acquainted with the Atman, is an implement of the 
enjoyment of gods. 


Here ends the section entitled “Obtaining what is different from 
that" (1). 


COMPARISON 
Bhaskara 


Reading slightly different, viz. he substitutes “Ca” for "Va"? 


Adhikarana 2: The section entitled “The 
passing away of works”. (Sütras 8-11) 


SÜTRA 8 


“ON THE PASSING AWAY OF WORKS, (THE SOUL RE-DESCENDS AS) 
POSSESSED OF THE REMNANTS OF RESULTS, ON ACCOUNT OF WHAT 
IS SEEN (I.E. SCRIPTURE) AND SMRTI, AS (IT) HAD COME AND NOT 
THUS." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


On the decay of the works, productive of fruits in the next world, 
the soul, possessed of the works, productive of fruits in this world, 
re-descends “as (it had) come and not thus’’, in accordance with 
the scriptural text: ‘Hence those who are of a pleasant conduct here, 
the prospect is indeed that they will attain a pleasant birth’ (Chand. 
5.10.7 3), and in accordance with the Smrti passage: ‘Men of (different) 
castes and stages of life, who are devoted to their own works, having 
departed and having undergone the fruits of works, attain, through 
the remnant of that, births in distinguished castes and families, 
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1 Vide the objoction above that the soul is never seen to be food. 
2 Bh. B. 3.1.7, p. 154. 
3 S, R, Bh, Sk, B. 
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endowed with beauty, longevity, scriptural knowledge, wealth, 
happiness and intelligonce’ (G.D.S. 11.2.9 1). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Thus it has been established that the workers, while ascending, 
are closely embraced by water and the rest. Now, if all Karmas 
be exhausted by enjoyment there, the souls cannot evidently attain 
again various kinds of bodies,—it is being established now that 
while descending, they are possessed of the remnants of the 
consequences of their acts. 

In the text: ‘Having dwelt there as long as there is a remnant 
(of their good works) (Sampata), then they return again by the way 
they came’ (Chand. 5.10.5) and so on, the descent of those who 
are in heaven is recorded. Here a doubt arises, viz. whether the 
soul, which is in heaven, re-descends without any remnants of the 
results of its acts, or as possessed of the remnants of results. The 
prima facie view is as follows: The word “Sampäta " means whereby 
one falls down,? ie. work. Hence in aecordance with the text: 
‘Having dwelt as long as there is sampdta’ (Chand. 5.10.5), the 
soul enjoys all the fruits of its works. This being so, after enjoying all 
works, the soul re-descends without any remnants of the results of 
its acts. 

With regard to it, we reply: “On the passing away”, i.e. on the 
decay, through enjoyment, “of works", i.c. only of works like sacrifices 
and the rest, performed with the attainment of heaven in view, the 
individual soul, “possessed of the remnants of consequences", re- 
descends “as (it had) come”, i.e. as it had gone, or in the way of its 
ascent, “and not thus", i.e. in a different way. By the scripture 
text: ‘As long as there is sampdta’ (Chand. 5.10.5) and so on, the 
group of works, the cause of the attainment of heaven, is denoted. 
By the term "remnants of results" (“anuśaya”) the works, other 
than the above and the causes of the attainment of the body and 
the rest, are understood. The sense is that one, who is possessed of 
these remnants of results, re-descends bv the way of its ascent, the 
order of which is: smoke, night, the other (viz. the dark) fortnight, 


1 P. 15, lines 18-20. Slight variations are found. 
S, R, Bh. 
2 Sumpatati anena sampatah. 


(st. 3. 1. 8. 
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the six months of the northern progress of the sun, the world of fathers, 
the ether and the moon,! i.e. through the order: the moon, the ether, 
the air, smoke, mist, cloud and rain.? Why? “On account of what is 
seen and Smrti." ‘What is seen’ means Scripture, and it declares 
the descent of the soul as possessed of the remnants of its works 
thus: ‘Then those who are of a pleasant conduct here,—the 
prospect is indeed that they will attain a pleasant birth, the birth 
of a Brihmana, or the birth of Ksatriya, or the birth of a Vaisya. 
Now, who are of a stinking conduct here,—the prospect is indeed that 
they will attain a stinking birth, the birth of a dog, or the birth of 
a pig, or the birth of a Candàla'3 (Chand. 5.10.7). The sense is: 
"Those who are of a pleasant conduct’, i.e. those who perform good 
deeds, when re-descended here from heaven, attain the births of a 
Braéhmana and the rest. But ‘those who are of a stinking conduct’, 
i.e. those who perform contemptible deeds, having returned here from 
hell, attain the births of dogs, pigs, and the rest. Smrti too declares 
the descent of the soul as possessed of the remnants of its works 
thus: ‘Men of (different) castes and stages of life, who are devoted 
to their own works, having departed and having undergone the fruits 
of works, attain, through the remnant of these, births in distingished 
castes and families, endowed with beauty, longevity, scriptural 
knowledge, wealth, happiness and intelligence’ (G.D.S. 11.29). 


COMPARISON 
Bhaskara 
Reading slightly different, viz. he leaves out the “Ca’’.4 


Baladeva 


He divides this sütra into two separate sütras,—thus: “Krta’tyaye 
RAS " and "Yathetam ...ca’’.5 


1 Vide Chand. 5.10.3-4. This is, the order of ascent. 

2 Vide Chand. 5.10.5-6. That is, the order of descent is partly similar 
(‘““Yathetam’’) to that of ascent, and partly dissimilar (anevam ")toit. The two 
journeys are alike, as in both cases the soul passes through the moon, the ether 
and smoke; but different, as the descending soul passes through the air and does 

not pass through the world of fathers and the rest of the stages of ascent. Vido 
also Brh. 6.2.16—exactly similar account given. 

3 An outcaste, born of a Bráhmana mother and a Südra father. 

4 Bh. B. 3.1.8, p. 164. 5 G.B. 3.1.8. 
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SOTRA 9 


“Ty IT BE OBJECTED: ON ACCOUNT OF CONDUCT, (WE REPLY:) 
No, (THE TEXT IS) MEANT TO CONNOTE THAT (VIZ. WORK) META- 
PHORICALLY, SO. KARSNAJINI THINKS." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If it be objected that in the phrase: “of a pleasant conduct" 
(ramaniya-carana) (Chand. 5.10.7), the word ‘carana’ means conduct. 
Our purpose being served therefrom alone, the descent of the soul 
as possessed of the remnants of its works is not possible, —(We reply :) 


“No”, since the text about ‘Carana’ “is meant to connote” work, 
“so Karsnajini”’ thinks. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be objected: If in the text: ‘Those who are of a pleasant 
conduct attain a pleasant birth. ‘Those who are of a stinking conduct 
attain a stinking birth’ (Chand. 5.10.7), the word ‘Carana’ means 
good and bad deeds, then alone we can assert that the soul descends 
as possessed of the remnants of its work for attaining good and bad 
births; but that is not the case. Why? “On account of conduct," 
i.e. on account of behaviour. As the attainment of good and bad 
births, is mentioned here the word ‘Carana’ does not mean work, 
but only conduct; and this latter has been designated in the Veda 
by the word ‘good conduct’ as different indeed from work thus: 
‘Those works which are irreproachable are to be practised and not 
others. Those that are our good should be revered by you and not 
others’ (Tait. 1.11). Hence to say that the soul re-descends as 
possessed of the remnants of its works is inconsistent,— 

(We reply:) “No”, since the teacher “Kargnajini” thinks that 
the scriptural text about 'carana', is “meant to connote? work 
"metaphorically", as in the absence of good and bad deeds, the 
attainment of good and bad births from mere conduct is impossible. 


COMPARISON 


Samkara and Bhaskara 


Reading different, viz. omit “tad’’.! 
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1 S.B. 3.1.9, p. 691; Bh. B. 3.1.9, p. 155. 


(so. 3. 1. 10-11. 
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SUTRA 10 


“Tr IT BE OBJECTED THAT (THERE IS) FUTILITY, (WE REPLY:) 
NO, BECAUSE OF THE DEPENDENCE ON THAT." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If it be objected that in that case there may be “futility of 
conduct,—(we reply:) "no", “because of the dependence" of works 


on conduct. 
Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be objected that there may be “futility” of conduct called 
‘carana’, if it be admitted that the scriptural text about ‘carana’ 
is meant for connoting work,—(we reply:) "no", “because of the 
dependence" of good and bad works on good and bad conduct, the 
former being accomplishable by the latter, in accordance with the 
Smrti passage: 'The Vedas do not purify one who is devoid of good 
conduct’ (V. Sm. 6.3 !). 


SOTRA 11 


“BUT (THE WORD ‘CARANA’ MEANS) NOTHING BUT GOOD AND BAD 
WORKS, SO BADARI (THINKS).”’ 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


66 


“Good and bad works" are denoted by the word ‘carana’, “so 

Badari”’ (holds). 
Vedanta-kaustubha 

In the phrase: ‘of a pleasant conduct’ (ramaniya-caranà) the 
word ‘carana’ means good deed; and in the phrase ‘of a stinking 
conduct’ (kapüya-caranà), the word ‘carana’? means bad deed. Thus 
by the term ‘carana’ good and bad deeds are denoted. The separate 
designation has a meaning in accordance with the maxim of a 
Bráhmana-mendicant,?—''but this", the teacher “Badari’’ holds. 
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1 P. 197, line 7. 

$, R, Bh. 

2 Le. the Brahmana-parivrajaka-nyiya, which is the same as the Bráhmana- 
Vaéistha-nyàya and the Go-balivarda-ny&àya. When it is said: ‘The Brahmanas 
should be fed, the mendicants as well’, the separate mention of the latter, who are 
really included in the former, merely emphasizes their position as a special 


(so. 3. 1. 12. 
ADH. 3.] VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA 489 


Hence it is established that the soul re-descends as possessed of the 
remnants of its works. 


Here ends the section entitled “The passing away of works” (2). 


COMPARISON 
Bhaskara 
Reading slightly different, viz. he omits the word “‘ iti ”.1 


Adhikarana 3: The section entitled “Those who 
do not perform sacrifices and the rest”. (Sütras 
12-21) 

PRIMA FACIE VIEW (Sütras 12-16) 


SÜTRA 12 


"AND (THE ASCENT) OF EVEN THOSE WHO DO NOT PERFORM 
SACRIFICES AND THE REST IS DECLARED BY SCRIPTURE." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 

The going of those who do not perform sacrifices and the rest is 
being considered. Here, first, the prima facie view is as follows: 
The going of even the wicked, who are attached to what is prohibited 
and averse to what is enjoined, “is declared in Scripture" thus: 
‘Whoever, verily, depart from this world,—they all go to the moon’ 
(Kaus. 1.2 2), 

Vedanta-kaustubha 

Thus, the ascent of those, who perform sacrifices, works of public 
utility and so on, to the moon and their descent therefrom have been 
considered. Now the question is being considered, viz. whether those 
also who do not perform sacrifices and the rest go to the region of 
the moon or not. 


part of the general body. (Vide L.N., p. 28, Part 1.) In tho samo way, here 
though ‘carana’ (= good and bad work) is really included under the general 
term ‘karma’ (= work), yet the former is sometimes spoken of separately to 
bring it out specially. 

1 Bh. B. 3.1.11, p. 155. 

? S, R, Bh, Sk, B. 
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On the doubt, viz. whether those who do not perform sacrifices 
and the rest, too, go to the region of the moon or not,—the prima 
facie view is as follows: The word “anistha’’ (in the sūtra) means 
forbidden deeds, and the word “ādi” means the giving up of what 
is enjoined. The going of even those who perform what is forbidden 
and give up what is enjoined “is declared" by a Kausitaki-text, viz. 
‘Whoever, verily, depart from this world,—they all go to the region 
of the moon’ (Kaus. 1.2). 


PRIMA FACIE VIEW (continued) 
SÜTRA 13 


"BuT (THERE ARE) ASCENT AND DESCENT OF OTHERS, HAVING 
EXPERIENCED (THE CONSEQUENCES OF THEIR EVIL DEEDS) IN THE 
ABODE OF YAMA, SUCH A GOING BEING DECLARED.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“ There are ascent to and descent from” the orb of the moon on 
the part of those who do not perform sacrifices and the rest, after 
they have experienced sufferings in the abode of Yama, “such a 
going being declared" in texts like: ''' He comes under my sway 
again and again " ' (Katha. 2.61), ‘The son of Vivasvat, the meeting 
of place 2 of men’ (Rg. 10.14.13) and so on. 


Vedanta -kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. If both the pious and the impious go to 
the moon, then Scripture, concerned with injunctions and prohibitions, 
must be futile,—(the prima facie objector) replies: 

The term “but” is meant for disposing of the above objection. 
That is, the pious as well as the impious do not go to the moon, and 
hence the two kinds of scriptural texts are not futile by any means. 
Then what is the difference between these two cases à—We reply: 
“On account of such a going being declared”, i.e. because the going 


- == -oa amenu maman aeaea ae -- =r sas a mena eu naama e o aa a n a anna, 


! S, R, Bh, B. 
2 Correct reading translated, viz. 
3 P. 270, line 9. 

Ś, R, Bh, Sk. 


& 


‘samgama”’ and not “samyamana”’. 


(so. 3. 1. 13. 
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of the latter to the abode of Yama is declared by texts like: ‘The 
passage from this world into another is not manifest to him who is 
childish, careless, deluded with the delusion of wealth. Thinking: ‘This 
is the world, there is no other’, ho comes under my sway again and 
again’ (Katha. 2.6), ‘The son of Vivasvat, the meeting-place of 
men,! Yama the king’ (Rg. V. 10.14.1) and so on. “There are 
ascent to and descent from” the region of the moon on the part of 
those who do not perform sacrifices and the rest, after they have 
experienced sufferings “in the abode of Yama” in accordance with 
their cwn respective works. The sense is that the impious, having 
undergone various sufferings, and having then ascended to the world 
of moon, re-descend. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara, Srikantha and Baladeva 


This is sutra 13 in the commentaries of the first two, but sütra 14 
in the commentary of the last. According to them, it does not con- 
tinue the prima facie view, but lays down the correct conclusion 
against the preceding prima facie siitra, thus: “But there are ascent 
(to the world) and descent (to hell) of others, after having experienced 
in the abode of Yama, such a course being declared". That is, it is 
not a fact that those who do not perform sacrifices and the rest too 
go to the moon. They do not do so. But they descend to the hell, 
experience the consequences of their evil deeds there, and then ascend 
to the earth once more.? 

The literal interpretation of the following three stitras is the same, 
but while Nimbàrka takes them to be stating the prima facie view, 
they take them to be giving the correct conclusion. Thus, while 
according to Nimbarka, Ràmànuja and Bhàskara four sütras state 
the prima facie view, according to Samkara, Srikantha and Baladeva, 


only one. 


1 See footnote 2, p. 492. 
2 $.B. 3.1.13, p. 694; Sk. D. 3.1.13, p. 208, Part 9; G.B. 3.1.14, pp. 22-23, 


Chap. 3. 


(so. 3. 1. 14-165. 
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PRIMA FACIE VIEW (continued) 
SOTRA 14 


“ AND SMRTI TEXTS DECLARE." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Parāśara and the rest declare that they (viz. the impious) are 
under the sway of Yama. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Parāśara and others declare that all are under the sway of Yama 
thus: ‘And all these, verily, come under the sway of Yama, reverend 
sir!’ (V.P. 3.7.5 1). 


SÜTRA 15 


* MOREOVER SEVEN.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Smrti texts declare also that there are seven hells, beginning 
with the Raurava. 
Vedanta-kaustubha 


And “moreover’’ Smrti texts declare that there are seven hells,— 
beginning with Raurava and the rest,—as the places to be approached 
by the sinners. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Srikantha 


They add a “ca” thus: “Api ca sapta ”.2 
1 p.372. 
2 S.B. 3.1.15, p. 695: Sk. B. 3.1.15, p. 208, Part 9. 
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PRIMA FACIE VIEW (concluded) 
SUTRA 16 


"ON ACCOUNT OF HIS ACTIVITY EVEN THERE, (THERE IS) NO 
CONTRADICTION.” 


Vedānta-pārijāta-saurabha 


“On account of the activity " of Yama alone even in the Raurava 
and the rest, due to the fact that Citragupta and the like, the presiding 
lords, are under the control of Yama,—to hold that there are other 
lords too involves “no contradiction ”. 


Vedānta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. Smrti texts declare that in Raurava and the 
rest there are other presiding lords like Citragupta and the rest. 
Hence to say that all come under the sway of Yama seems to be 
inconsistent, —(the prima facie objector) replies: 

“On account of his activity,” i.e. on account of Yama’s activity”, 
“even there too", i.e. in Raurava and the rest too, Citragupta and the 

6¢ 


rest are under the control of Yama; and hence there is “no 
contradiction ”. 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (Sitras 17-20) 
SÜTRA 17 


‘But (THE PATHS) OF KNOWLEDGE AND WORK THUS, ON ACCOUNT 
OF BEING THE SUBJECTS OF DISCUSSION." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Now the correct conclusion: 

Scripture shows the non-descent of those who do not perform 
sacrifices and the rest, under the knowledge of the five fires! thus: 
‘Now through neither of these two paths these small many-times 
returning creatures are born. *' Be born and die ’’,—thus is this third 
place. Thereby this world is not filled up’ (Chand. 5.10.82). 

By the phrase: ‘of the two paths’, knowledge and work are 
designated, these two “being the subjects under discussion". In the 
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1 See pp. 809-10 of the book. 


(sd. 3. 1. 17. 
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text: ‘So those who know this’ (Chand. 5.10.1), the path of gods, 
and in the text: ‘Sacrifices, works of public utility, alms-giving’ 
(Chand. 5.10.3), the paths of fathers are mentioned. Those who do 
not go through either of these two, are these beings who enjoy a third 
place. The sinners never go to the moon—this is the sense of the 
text. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now the author states the right conclusion. 


The term “but” is meant for disposing of the prima facie view. 
The going to the region of the moon does not fit in on the part of 
those who do not perform sacrifices and tho rest, since under the 
knowledge of five fires, viz. in the passage: ‘Now through neither 
of these two paths these small, many-times returning creatures are 
born. ‘‘ Be born and die ",—thus is this third place. Thereby this 
world is not filled up’ (Chand. 5.10.8), Scripture declares the non- 
descent of those who do not perform sacrifices and the rest. By the 
phrase: ‘of these two paths’, knowledge and work are designated. 
This very thing the author of the aphorisms states: “Of knowledge 
and work thus". The word ‘meaning’ is implied. Why? On account 
of these two ‘being the subjects under discussion", i.e. the words 
‘these two’ in the text: ‘of these two’ denote what has been referred 
to before as the topic. The sinners do not become entitled to either of 
these two ‘paths’, ie. the path of knowledge and the path of work, 
or the path of gods and the path of fathers. The resultant meaning 
is as follows: Having stated: 'So those who know this, and those 
who in the forest worship through faith and austerity’ (Chand. 
5.10.1), the text goes on to show the true path of gods, the path 
concerned with knowledge, in the text: 'They pass into light, from 
light to day’ (Chand. 5.10.1) and so on. And having stated: ‘Now, 
those who in the village worship through sacrifices, works of public 
utility and alms-giving' (Chand. 5.10.3), the text goes on to show 
the path of gods, concerned with meritorious works. Those who do 
not go through either of these two, are those beings who enjoy 
a third place. The scriptural text: ‘Whoever, verily, depart from 
this world,—they will go to the moon’ (Kaus. 1.2) too refers to the 
journey of those who perform sacrifices and the rest. 


(so. 3. 1. 18. 
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COMPARISON 
Samkara, Srikantha and Baladeva 


They reach the same conclusion as Nimbarka does, viz. that the 
sinners do not go to the world of moon. Only while they definitely 
say that the sinners go to hell, Nimbàrka says that they go to a 
‘third place’ and leaves the question there. 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (continued) 
SOTRA 18 


"(THERE IS) NO (NEED FOR THE FIFTH OBLATION) IN THE THIRD 
(PLACE), BECAUSE OF OBSERVATION THUS." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“In the third” place, there is no need for the fifth oblation even 
for the origination of the bodies of those who do not perform sacrifices 
and so on, “because it is observed” in the passage: ''' Be born" ' 
(Chand. 5.10.81) that their bodies originate even without the fifth 
oblation which comes in the order of reverence and so on. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


It may be objected: The text: “In the fifth oblation water comes 
to have the speech of a man” (Chand. 5.9.1) declares that the soul 
depends on the fifth oblation for obtaining a body. And before this 
oblation, the soul attains the moon. Hence it must be admitted 
that even those who do not perform sacrifices and the rest ascend to 
and descend from the moon, in order that they may obtain bodies. 
To this the author replies here. 

The path beginning with light belongs to those who are desirous 
of salvation; the path called the path of father belongs to those who 
perform sacrifices and the rest. A third place as distinguished from 
these two is denoted by the term ‘place’. Inaccordance with Scripture, 
in the third path of those who do not perform sacrifices and the rest, 
there is no need for the fifth oblation in order that the soul may obtain 


1 $, R, Bh, SK, B. 


[sC. 3. 1. 19. 
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a body. Why? “Because this is observed, i.e. because it is found in 
the text: ‘“Be born and die’’’,—thus is this third place” (Chand. 
5.10.8) that bodies are attained—even independently of the fifth 
oblation—by those who have entered into the third place. The sense 
is that those who perform sacrifices and the rest attain bodies in this 
world through the successive order, beginning with reverence, moon 
and so on; and in the case of their attaining bodies, there is a restriction 
with regard to number, viz. “In the fifth oblation water comes to have 
the speech of man” (Chand. 5.9.1). But in the case of those who do 
not perform sacrifices and so on, bodies are generated from water, 
intermixed with other elements, even without any restriction with 
regard to the number of oblations,—and not from water which 
comes in the order of reverence and the rest. By the text: “In the 
fifth oblation water comes to have the speech of a man” (Chand. 5.9.1), 
itis proved simply that in the fifth oblation water comes to be denotable 
by the word ‘man’, but it is not denied that it cannot come to have 
the speech of a man in any other way. There is also the absence 
of any limitation of the kind: ‘In the fifth oblation alone water comes 
to have the speech of a man’. 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (continued) 
SOTRA 19 


"AND MOREOVER (THIS 15) DECLARED BY SMRTI IN ORDINARY 
LIFE." 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 

It is “declared by Smrti" in the passage: “He was born from fire 
for the destruction of Drona, so it has been heard by us”, and so on, 
that the bodies of even those who performed sacrifices and the 
rest, like Dhrstadyumna and so on, originated even without the 
fifth oblation. 

Vedanta-kaustubha 


In the Mahà&-bhàrata and the rest it is mentioned that the bodies 
of even pious workers, like Dhrstadyumna and so on, originated 
independently of the fifth oblation. It is declared by Smrti too: 
“There arose, from that fire, a god-like prince" (Maha. 1.63936 !), 


1 P. 232, line 24, vol. 1l. 
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“From the centre of the altar there arose too a princess of the Páficàlas, 
well-beloved by her husband, beautiful to look at, with wide, deep 
black eyes” (Mahà. 1.6398 1) and so on. 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (continued) 
SÜTRA 20 


* AND ON ACCOUNT OF OBSERVATION." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


It is found that among the four kinds of beings the moisture-born 
and the plant-born originate even without the union of the male and 
the female, so there is no need of the fifth oblation in all cases. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


It is directly observed that among the four kinds: womb-born, 
egg-born, moisture-born and plant-born, the moisture-born and the 
plant-born originate even without the union between the male and 
the female, so there is no need of the fifth oblation for the origination 
of the body in the case of sinners. 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (end) 
SUTRA 21 
“(THERE IS) INCLUSION OF THE MOISTURE-BORN BY THE THIRD 


TERM.” 
Vedānta-pārijāta-saurabha 


In the text: “The egg-born, the soul-born, the plant-born”’ 
(Chand. 6.3.1 2) third term includes the moisture-born as well. Hence 
there is no setting aside of four classes. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection: The scriptural text: “Of these beings, verily, 
there are only three origins, the egg-born, the soul-born, the plant- 
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born” (Chand. 6.3.1) does not mention the moisture-born. Hence 
there cannot be four kinds of beings—the author replies: 

The term ‘plant-born’, mentioned in the above text and “third” in 
order of reading: “The egg-born, the soul-born, the plant-born”’ 
“includes the moisture-born", i.e. the heat-born. Literally, the 
plant-born (udbhijja) are those which are born by bursting through 
the earth and water, i.e. trees and the rest; as well as lice and the 
like. Hence there are four kinds of beings. Thus it is established 
that those who do not perform sacrifices and the rest never ascend 
to the moon. 


Here ends the section entitled “Those who do not perform 
sacrifices and the rest "' (3). 


Adhikarana 4: The section entitled “Attain- 
ing the nature of that". (Sūtra 22) 


SÜTRA 22 


"(THERE IS) ATTAINING THE NATURE OF THAT,! ON ACCOUNT OF 
FITTING IN." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The process of descent is being considered. 

The question is as to whether in the text: “Then, by the very path 
they came they return again, just as they came, to the ether, from 
the ether to the air. After having become the air he becomes smoke ; 
after having become smoke he becomes mist; after having become 
mist he becomes cloud; after having become cloud, he rains down" 
(Chand. 5.10.5-6 2), it is said that the soul actually becomes the ether 
and the rest, just as it becomes a god and so on, or merely becomes 
similar to the ether and so on. If it be suggested that it actually 
becomes the ether and the rest,—we reply: It becomes similar to 
them. Why? Because that alone fits in. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been pointed out above that those who perform sacrifices 
and the rest attain the world of the moon, being closely embraced 
by the subtle elements, and after having undergone the fruits of 
their works there re-descend with the remnants of the results of their 
works, just as they had come and not thus. Now, the process of that 
descent is being considered. 

On the doubt whether the scriptural text about descent, viz.: 
“Then, by the very path they came they return again, just as 
they came, to the ether, from the ether to the air. After having 
become the air he becomes smoke, after having become smoke he 
becomes mist, after having become mist he becomes cloud, after 
having become cloud he rains down" (Chand. 5.10.5-6), implies that 
the descending souls, possessed of the remnants of the results of their 
works, become the ether and the rest, just as they become gods, men 
and so on; or that they only become similar to the ether and the 
rest,—the prima facie view is: It is implied that they become the ether 
and the rest, just as they become the moon, there being no distinction 
between the two cases. 

With regard to it, we reply: There is “attaining the nature of 
that”, i.e. the above text means that the descending souls, possessed 
of the remnants of their works, become similar to the ether and the 
rest. Why? “On account of fitting in," i.e. because the only reason- 
able conclusion is that they become similar to the ether and the rest, 
due to their contact with them. Thus, in ordinary life, milk can 
become curd, since when there is milk, there is no curd. But the 
descending soul, possessed of the remnants of its works, cannot 
properly become the ether and the rest which are already existent, it 
being impossible for one thing to become another. The fact that it 
becomes a body, viz. the moon, for enjoying the fruits of its own 
meritorious works, stands to reason; but its becoming the ether and so - 
on does not fit in, there being no question of enjoyment at that time. 
Hence the abovescriptural text refers to its similarity with the ether and 
soon. Thus it is established that the soul becomes similar to them. 


Here ends the section entitled “Attaining the nature of 
that" (4). 


[sē. 3. 1. 23. 


500 VEDANTA-PARIJATA-SAURABHA ADH. 9.] 
COMPARISON 
Samkara 
He reads “sibhavya . . ." instead of “svibhavya . . .'"'!. 


Adhikarana 5: The section entitled "In à not 
very long time". (Sütra 23) 


SÜTRA 23 


“IN A NOT VERY LONG TIME, ON ACCOUNT OF SPECIFICATION." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The soul remains similar to the objects beginning with the ether 
and ending with rain only for a short time, and then having entered 
the earth, it attains the state of rice and the rest, in accordance with 
the specific statement, viz. '' Thence, truly, it is difficult to escape" 
(Chand. 5.10.62). This text implying that it is more difficult for the 
soul to emerge out of its states of rice and the rest makes it clear that 
it remains in the previous state only for a short time. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now the duration of the soul's state of similarity to the ether 
and the rest is being considered. 

The doubt is as to whether on attaining the ether, the air, smoke, 
cloud and rain, the soul, possessed of the remnants of its works, 
remains similar to them for a long time, or for a short time. On the 
suggestion: There is no evidence that it remains similar to them fora 
short time only; so we may reasonably conclude that the soul remains 
similar to them for a long time,— 

We reply: “In a not very long time". That is, the soul, possessed 
of the remnants of its works, remains similar to the ether and the rest 
only for a short time, and then after becoming similar to rain, it 
enters the earth. Why? “On account of specification," i.e. because 
after entering the earth, the soul becomes rice and so on, and the text 


1 $, B, 3.1.22, p. 698. 2 §, R, Bh, SK, B. 


{st. 3. 1. 24. 
ADH. 6.] VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA 501 


makes a specific statement with regard to its emergence therefrom 
thus: “Hence, truly, it is difficult to escape” (Chand. 5.10.6), the 
sense being that ‘thence’ or from the state of rice and the rest, the 
emergence is more -difficult, i.e. cannot be effected in a short time. 
This implies that the soul emerges from the states of the ether and 
the rest ina short time. The elision of the second ‘ta’ in the word 
‘durnisprapataram’ (=more difficult to escape) is Vedic. Our view 
is correct also because there is no purpose in the soul’s remaining in a 
state of similarity to the ether and the rest for a long time. Hence it 
is established that the soul remains similar to the cther and the rest 
for a short while. 


Here ends the section entitled “In a not very long time ”? (5). 


Adhikarana 6: The section entitled "Occupied 
by others”. (Sütras 24-27) 


SUTRA 24 


“IN (RICE AND SO ON), OCCUPIED BY OTHERS, ON ACCOUNT OF 
STATEMENT, AS IN THE PREVIOUS CASES." 


Vedànta-parijata-saurabha 


There is a text: “They are born here as rice and barley, as herbs 
and trees, as sesamum and beans (Chand. 5.10.61). Here the 
statement that they are born as rice and the rest, already occupied 
by other souls, really means that they only come to be connected with 
rice and the like’ Why? Because only their connection with rice and 
the like—as with the ether and the rest —is stated. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


If on attaining rice and the rest, the soul remains in them for 
à long time, then do rice and the rest become bodies of the soul, 
possessed of the remnants of its work ?—The author is solving this 
problem. 

After the souls, possessed of the remnants of their works, have 
attained the earth, it is said: “They are born here as rice and barley, 
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as herbs and trees, as sesamum and beans" (Chand. 5.10.6). Here 
the doubt is, whether rice and the rest become the bodies of the souls 
possessed of the remnants of their works, or whether the latter come to 
have only a connection with rice and the rest, just as they have with 
the ether and so on. Here, on the suggestion, viz. that on the ground 
of the statement ‘are born’, they are born as having rice and the rest 
as their bodies,— 

We reply: They attain only a connection with rice and the rest, 
already occupied by other souls, entitled to immobile bodies. Why ? 
“On account of statement, as in the previous cases." That is, it has 
been stated that the descending souls come to be connected only with 
the objects beginning with the ether and ending with rain and not 
that they are the souls of those objects, possessing them as their bodies, 
there being no reference to karmas—where there is participating in 
pleasure and pain, preceded by the assumption of a body, there is à 
reference to works, such as: “Those who are of a pleasant conduct 
attain a pleasant birth" (Chànd. 5.10.7). In the same manner the 
states of rice and the rest are designated in the text without indeed 
any reference to works. Hence the text simply means that the souls 
enter into those rice and so on. Further, the absence of any works, 
leading to immobile births, on the part of those who perform sacrifices 
and the rest, also proves that the words ‘are born’ imply a connection 
merely,—this is the sense. 


SÜTRA 25 


“TF IT BE OBJECTED THAT (SACRIFICES AND THE REST ARE) IMPURE, 
(WE REPLY:) NO, ON ACCOUNT OF SCRIPTURAL TEXT." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If it be objected that their works like Jyotistoma and the rest 
are “impure”, involving, as they do, the killing of living creatures, 
and therefore these lead them to immobile births,—we reply: No 
impurity is involved in Jyotistoma and the rest, on account of 
scriptural injunction. 


[sū. 3. 1. 26. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be objected: The works of those who perform sacrifices and 
the rest, viz. Jyotistoma and the rest, are “impure”, involving, as 
they do, the sacrificing of animals to Agni and Soma and so on. 
Thus, after having experienced the fruit of the meritorious portion 
of those sacrifices and so on in heaven, they attain immobile births 
as rice and so on for experiencing the fruit of that part of their action 
which is of a harmful nature,— 

We reply: No. Why? “On account of scriptural text," i.e. 
because Jyotistoma and the rest being acts of righteousness pure 
and simple “on account of scriptural text”, are causes of happiness 
only. The sense is that the texts forbidding acts of unrighteousness 
like killing ctc., viz. ‘Let no one harm any creature" (Maha. 12.99711), 
are not set aside by the texts enjoining acts of righteousness and 
indicating happiness as the reward. Such killing of sacrificial animals 
is indeed beneficial to those animals themselves, in accordance with 
the sacred text: ‘Thou dost not die, thou art not hurt, thou goest 
to the gods through easy paths. Where men of good deeds go and 
not evil-doers, there may the sun-god lead thee” (Tait. Br. 3.7.7.14 2). 
Hence such acts are not impure. 


SUTRA 26 


* AFTER THAT (THERE IS) CONJUNCTION WITH ONE WHO PERFORMS 
THE ACT OF GENERATION." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The soul becomes rice and tho rest just as it becomes one who 
performs the act of generation, mentioned in the text: “For whoever 
eats food, who performs the act of generation, that he (viz. the ascend- 
ing soul) becomes again" (Chand. 5.10.6 3). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


“After that", i.e. after the text designating that the soul becomes 
rice vane the rest, Aere is a text avour its connection with one NB 


1 P. 716, Jine 26, vol 3. 
2 P. 147, lines 6-8, vol. 3. Bibliotheca Indica ed. 
3 Š, R, Bh, SK, B. 
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performs the act of generation: “For whosoever eats food, who per- 
forms the act of generation, that he (viz. the descending soul) 
becomes again” (Chand. 5.10.6). The compound "'retah-sig-yoga " is 
to be explained thus: One who performs the act of generation is ‘retah- 
sic'; the connection of the soul, possessed of the remnants of its 
works is 'retah-sig-yoga'. Here the word 'that' means the eater, 
and the phrase: 'that he becomes again' establishes a connection 
merely. Like that the text about its becoming rice and the like too 
refers to its connection merely with them. The meaning of the 
statement: 'That he becomes again' is that the descending soul, 
entering into a connection with a man or an animal and so on who 
perform the act of generation, becomes similar to them. 


SÜTRA 27 


“FROM THE WOMB THE BODY.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The body arises from the womb. 


Here ends the first quarter of the third chapter in the Vedànta- 
parijita-saurabha, an interpretation of the Sariraka-mimamsa texts 
by the reverend Nimbarka. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The soul, possessed of the remnants of its work, and separated 
from one who performs the act of generation, enters into connection 
with a womb in the fifth oblation and thereby attains a body. Hence 
it is established that the texts preceding it, i.e. those designating that 
the soul becomes the ether and the rest, prove only that it comes to be 
connected with them respectively. 


Here ends the section entitled “Occupied by others” (6). 
Here ends the first quarter of the third chapter in the holy Vedànta- 
kaustubha, a commentary on the Sariraka-mimamsa by the reverend 
teacher Srinivasa. 
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Résumé 


The first section of the third chapter contains 27 siitras and 6 
adhikaranas, according to Nimbarka, Samkara, Ràmànuja, Bhaskara 
and Srikantha; and 28 sütras and 6 adhikaranas according to Bala- 
deva, who divides sūtra 8 in Nimbarka’s commentary into two separate 
sutras. 


THIRD CHAPTER (Adhyàya) 
SECOND QUARTER (Pàda) 


Adhikarana 1: The section entitled “The in- 
termediate place". (Stitras 1—6) 


PRIMA FACIE VIEW (Sütras 1-2) 
SUTRA 1 


"IN THE INTERMEDIATE PLACE, THE CRLATION (IS DUE TO THE 
INDIVIDUAL SOUL), BECAUSE (SCRIPTURE) DEPICTS (SO).”’ 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Thus, the course of transmigratory existence has been enunciated 
for the purpose of generating a dispassion for worldly objects on the 
part of the individual soul in the waking state. Now, the states of 
dream and the rest are being determined. 

Referring to the dream-state, Scripture declares: “Now there are 
no chariots, no teams, no roads there. Then he creates chariots, teams 
and roads” (Brh. 4.3.10!) and so on. The doubt being, whether the 
creation of the chariots and the rest is due to the individual soul or 
to Brahman, the prima facie view is that in the sphere of dreams, 
the “creation” of chariots and the rest is due to the individual 
soul, “because” Scripture “depicts’’: “He creates. For he is the 
creator” (Brh. 4.3.9 2). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Thus, in the first quarter, the relation of tho,soul in the waking 
state with the elements and the elemental has been elucidated for 
the purpose of generating a right discrimination between the soul 
and the non-soul; as well as its relation with heaven and hell for the 
purpose of generating a feeling of dispassion. Now with a view to 
making these discrimination and dispassion still stronger, the states of 
dream and the rest are being discussed; and with a view to promoting 
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the rise of devotion for Brahman, the Highest Person, His attributes 
are being determined. 

In the Brhadàranyaka, it is declared, referring to the state of 
dream: “There are no chariots there, no teams, no roads; then he 
creates chariots, teams and roads. "There are no blisses there, no 
pleasures, no joys; then ho creates blisses, pleasures and joys. "There 
are no ponds there, no lakes, no rivers; then he creates ponds, lakes 
and rivers. For he is the creator" (Brh. 5.3.10). Here the doubt 
is as to whether this creation of chariots and the rest is due to the 
individual soul or to Brahman. The prima facie view is as follows: 
The scriptural text: “He creates. For he is the creator” (Brh. 5.3.10) 
"depicts" the individual soul alone as the creator of chariots and 
the rest, "in the intermediate place". “The intermediate place ” is 
the sphere of dream, as declared by the scriptural text: “Thero is a 
third, the place of dream" (Brh. 4.3.9). HenceMhe “creation” of 
chariots and the rest is due to the individual soul. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhàskara 


Interpretation different. According to them too this sütra lays 
down the prima facie view, but according to them the problem is not 
whether the dream-creation is due to the individual soul or to Brahman, 
but whether it is real or unreal. Thus tho prima facie view: “In the 
intermediate place, the creation (is reai), because (Scripture) says 
(so) ”.1 

Baladeva 

He does not take this sütra as laying down a prima facie view, 
but the correct conclusion, thus ‘In the intermediate place, the crea- 
tion (is due to the Lord and not to the individual soul), for (Seripture) 
says (so).2 

1 S.B. 3.2.1; Bh. B. 3.2.1. 

2 G.B. 3.2.1. 
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PRIMA FACIE VIEW (concluded) 
SÜTRA 2 


" AND SOME (DESIGNATE) THE MAKER, AND SONS OF THE REST.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


In the passage: "He who is awake in those that are asleep, the 
person making desire after desire" (Katha. 5.8!) "some" speak of 
a creator of the desires of the soul,? viz. sons and so on, in the state of 
dream. 

Vedanta-kaustubha 


Moreover, in the text: “He who is awake in those that are asleep, 
the person making desire after desire" (Katha. 5.8), the followers 
of “some” brancheg speak of the individual soul as a creator, making 
objects of desire in the state of dream. The author states the objects 
of desire, referred to in the text, thus “sons and the rest". By the 
word ‘desire’, objects that are desired, viz. sons of the rest, are denoted, 
and not a mere wish, in accordance with the introductory texts: 
* * Ask for all objects of desire (kama) just as you wish”’’ (Katha. 1.25), 
‘ “Choose sons and grandsons living a hundred years" ’ (Katha. 1.23). 
The statement of Prajàpati? clearly establishes that the individual 
soul has true resolves and so on. Hence it is possible for the soul, 
endowed as it is with (the attributes) of true resolves and so on, to 
be the creator of chariots, etc.—this is the prima facie view. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


Interpretation different. They too take this sütra as laying 
down the prima facie view, but as pointed out above, the problem 
is a different one for them. Thus: “Some (depict the Lord as) the 
maker (of dream-objects) ; and sons and the rest". That is, just as, 
the prima facie objector continues, the objects in the waking state are 


1 §, R, Bh, SK, B. 

2 Other editions, viz. the C.S.S. ed. (p. 51) and the Brindaban ed. (1905) 
(p. 826) read: “jivam káàmànaàm'", in which case the meaning would bo: “some 
speak of the soul as the creator of desires ". This reading seems preferable. 
V.K. also follows it. 

3 Vide Chand. 8.7.1. 
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created by the Lord, so are the dream-objects. Hence just as the 
former are real, so must be the latter. 


Baladeva 


He does not regard this sütra too as laying down a prima facie 
view, but the correct conclusion. Hence it means: “Some (depict 
the Lord alone) as the maker (of dream-objects), sons and the rest’’.2 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (Sūtra 3-6) 
SOTRA 3 


‘“BuT (THE DREAM-CREATION IS) MERE MAYA, (THE INDIVIDUAL 
SOUL IS NOT THE CREATOR OF DREAM OBJECTS) ON ACCOUNT OF 
NOT HAVING (ITS OWN ATTRIBUTES) FULLY MANIFEST IN NATURE.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


With regard to it, we reply: In the state of dream, the group 
of effects like chariots and the rest is made by the supreme Lord alone, 
possessed of true resolves and omniscient,—since such wonderful 
Objects are not indced made by the individual soul, its attributes of 
having true resolves and the rest being not “fully 3 manifest" during 


its state of bondage. 
Vedanta-kaustubha 


With regard to this, the author states the correct conclusion. 

The word “but” is meant for disposing of the above view. The 
dream-chariots and the like are “mere maya’’, i.e. simply wonderful. 
Here the word “maya”? means wonderful things. Lord Vasudeva, an 
adept in the art of creating and destroying all wonderful objects, 
creates—through His own powers which are inconceivable—groups of 
wonderful objects like chariots and the rest, in accordance with the 
respective deeds of souls in order that they may enjoy these objects. 
But it is not possible for the dreaming soul itself to be their creator 
in the absence of appropriate implements and the like,—because its 


1 S.B. 3.2.2, pp. 706-7; Bh. D. 3.2.2, p. 161. 
? G.B. 3.2.2, pp. 41-42, Chap. 3. 
3 The C.S.S. ed. (p. 51) reads "sákalyena" instead of “kartsnyena’”’. 
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attributes of having true resolves and the rest “are not fully manifest 
in nature", i.e. are hidden during its state of bondage. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


Interpretation absolutely different. They too take this sütra as 
beginning the correct conclusion. Thus the sütra means: “But 
(the dream-creation is) mere māyā (i.e. unreal) on account of not 
having its own nature fully manifest." That is, a dream-object is 
not like an object in the waking state, since it does not possess all the 
characteristics of the latter. An object in the waking state has a 
particular place where and a particular time when it exists, it is per- 
ceived through a particular sense-organ, and is non-contradicted. 
Now a dream-object has no place where it can exist. A dream- 
chariot, e.g. cannot exist in the limited span of the body. It has, 
further, no fixed time when it exists. To the dreamer a single minute 
may appear as a century. Also it cannot be grasped by any sense- 
organ. How can the dreamer see a chariot, e.g. when his eyes are 
shut? Finally, it is contradicted as soon as the dreamer wakes up. 
Hence a dream-object cannot be on a par with an object in the waking 
state and be real like it.! 

Bháskara criticizes the view of Samkara in this connection by 
pointing out that those who hold that objects in the waking state too 
are maya misinterpret the author of the sūtra and delude people.? 


Baladeva 


Interpretation different, viz. “But (the dream-objects arc) 
maya (i.e. not composed of ordinary materials, but are created by the 
mysterious will of the Lord), on account of not having (their) real 
nature fully manifest, (i.e. because they are not objects of perception 
as gross material objects are)”. This also proves that the dream 
objects are created by the Lord alone and not by the individual soul.? 


1 §, B. 3.2.3, pp. 707 ff.: Bh. B. 3.2.3, p. 161. 
? Bh. B. 3.2.3, p. 161. 
3 G.B. 3.2.3, pp. 42-43, Chap. 3. 
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CORRECT CONCLUSION (continued) 
SÜTRA 4 


“ AND BECAUSE (A DREAM IS) INDICATIVE (OF FUTURE GOOD OR 
EVIL), IN ACCORDANCE WITH SCRIPTURAL TEXT AND THOSE WHO 
ARE VERSED IN THAT DECLARE (IT).”’ 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


From the scriptural texts, viz.: “ When during works undertaken 
for a wish, à man sees a woman in his dreams, let him there conceive 
of success in that dream-vision" (Chand. 5.2.91). "Now, when 
a man sees a black person with black teeth in his dreams, he (i.e. the 
black person) kills him (ie. the dreamer)” (Ait. Ar. 3.2.42), it is 
known that a dream is “indicative” of future good or evil. “Those 
who are versed” in the results of dreams also “declare” the same 
thing. Now, we do not always dream dreams that indicate the 
approach of what is desired; again, we often dream dreams that 
predict undesirable results. Hence none but the Supreme Soul is the 
maker of the dream-chariots and the rest. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


That the dream-chariots and the rest are created by the Lord 
is proved further by the following tacts: dreams are “indicative”’ 
of good and ill, *in accordance with scriptural texts" like: “When 
during works undertaken for a wish, a man sces a woman in his dreams, 
let him there conceive of success in that dream-vision’’ (Chand. 
5.2.9), “Now, when a man sees a black person with black teeth in 
his dreams, he (ie. the black person) kills him (i.e. the dreamer)" 
(Ait. Ar. 3.2.4). Hence, they must be due to another. “Those 
who are versed" with the science of dreams too “declare” that a 
dream is indicative of good or evil thus: “Mounting on cows, 
buffalos and elephants, mounting on palaces, hill-tops and trees, 
besmearing one's self with feces, weeping, death and coming to an 
unapproachable place in a dream are lucky. There is death, un- 
doubtedly, for him whom in his dream a woman, dressed in black 
and smeared with black garlands, embraces" and so on. If the 
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individual soul were the creator of dream-objects, then it would 
have enjoyed happiness alone by creating women and the rest which 
are indicative of good alone, but it would never have created a black 
person and the rest for its own destruction. 

And the followers of that branch too! speak of the Supreme Soul 
as the maker of objects of desires, thus: “He is awake in those that 
are asleep, the Person, making desire after desire. That alone is 
the bright, that is Brahman, that alone is said to be the Immortal. 
In Him all the worlds rest, no one surpasses Him" (Katha. 5.8), it 
being impossible for the marks, stated in the scriptural text about 
dream-creation and referring to the Supreme Lord, to refer to the 
individual soul. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


Interpretation different, viz. “Because a (dream though unreal) 
(is yet) indicative (of the future), those who are versed in it also 
declare (this)". That is, although the dream itself is unreal, yet the 
thing indicated by it may be real. Further, the dream-objects are 
created by the individual soul itself, and not by the Supreme Soul, 
though it is not denied altogether that the Supreme Self is active in 
dreams, since the Lord of all, the Supreme Soul, is the controller of 
the soul at all times and in all its states 2. "This view is diametrically 
opposed to Nimbarka’s view, as evident. 


Ramáànuja and Srikantha 


They change the order of the sütras 4-6 which will be noticed 
at the end of sütra 6. Interpretation same. 


Bhaskara 


Interpretation different, viz. “And (the individual soul and not 
the Lord is the creator of dream-objects,) (for) (a dream is) indicative 
(of future good and evil), those who are versed in it (also) declare 
(80)". That is, it is unreasonable to suppose that what is created by 


1 Viz. Katha., mentioned by the prima facie objector. 
2 $, B. 3.2.4, pp. 309-10. 
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the Intelligent Being can be subject to pleasure and pain.! Hence 
the dream-objects which are such cannot be duc to the Lord, although, 
of course, He being the controller of all, is the cause here too in that 


sense.? 
Baladeva 


Baladeva begins a new topic here, ending with the next sütra, 
and concerned with establishing that the dream-objects are real. 
Hence the sütra: “And (a dream-object is real) for (it is) indicative 
(of the future), those who are versed in it (also) declare (so)’’.8 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (continued) 
SÜTRA 5 


“ BUT THROUGH THE WISH OF THE HIGHEST, (THE REAL ATTRIBUTES 
OF THE SOUL REMAIN) HIDDEN, FOR FROM THAT ITS BONDAGE 
AND (ITS REVERSE) (VIZ. RELEASE) (RESULT)." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If the soul be the maker of the dream-objects, then the attributes 
of having true resolves and the rest must surely be admitted on its 
part. But through the wish of the Supreme Lord in accordance 
with the deeds of the soul, they remain “hidden” during its state of 
bondage. From Him alone the soul’s bondage and release arise, 
as declared by the scriptural text: “The cause of transmigration, 
bondage, subsistence, salvation" (Svet. 6.16 4). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. Why should the soul's attributes of having 
true resolves and the rest remain hidden during its state of bondage * — 
the author replies: 


1 “Na hi prajüá-jasya sukha-duhkha-yogyatayavakalpate.”’ It is difficult 
to see the point of this argument; and it is difficult to sce how Bhaskara would 
have answered Nimbarka’s objection to this view. 

2 ph. B. 3.2.4, p. 161. 

3 G.B. 3.2.4, p. 43, Chap. 3. 

4 Correct quotation: ‘Samsira-mokga-sthiti-bandha-hetuh”’. Vide Svet. 
6.16, p. 72. 
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The word “but” is meant for disposing of the above objection. 
Though the attributes of having true resolves and the rest are 
natural to the individual soul,—which is a part of Brahman, which 
is deluded by nescience consisting in beginningless karmas, and which, 
for that very reason, has its face turned away from the Lord,—yet 
they become “hidden ” during its state of bondage. Why? “Through 
the wish of the Highest,” i.e. ‘through the wish’ or the resolution in 
accordance with the deeds of the soul, “of the Highest” or of the 
Supreme Person. The word “for” implies emphasis. “From that" 
resolution alone “its”? “bondage and (its) reverse" ariso, as declared 
by the scriptural texts: “The cause of transmigration, bondage, 
subsistence and salvation” (Svet. 6.16). “For, truly, when he finds 
fearlessness as a foundation in that which is invisible, incorporeal, 
undefined and unsupported, then he is gone to fearlessness. When, 
however, he makes the smallest distinction therein, then he comes to 
have fear" (Tait. 2.7) and so on; and in accordance with the Smrti 
passages: “The binder with the noose of the world and the liberator 
from the noose of the world" and so on. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


Interpretation absolutely differont, viz. “But through the medita- 
tion on the Highest, the hidden (attributes of the soul become manifest), 
for from that its bondage and (its) reverse (arise)’’. That is, if it be 
said that the soul being a part of ISvara is possessed of the power 
of realizing all its wishes; and hence it creates real dream-objects,— 
the answer is that the real attributes of the soul, viz. its power of 
realizing all wishes and so on, remain hidden through nescience and 
become manifest only through the meditation on the Lord.! Thus 
their interpretation of the first portion of the sütra is diametrically 
opposed to Nimbàrka's. 


Nimbarka Samkara and Bhaskara 
Through the wish of the Highest Through the meditation on 
(the real attributes of the soul the Highest the hidden (at- 
become) hidden. tributes of the soul become 
manifest). 
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1 S.B. 3.2.5, p. 711; Bh. B. 3.2.5, p. 162. 
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Baladeva 


Interpretation different, viz. “But through the wish of the 
Highest, (the dream consciousness is) sublated, for from that its 
bondage and (its) reverse (arise)". That is, if it be objected that 
dreams must be unreal, since the dream-consciousness is sublated by 
the waking-consciousness, the reply is that the dream-objects are 
withdrawn by the wish of the Lord alone. Since the Lord can cause 
the bondage and release of the soul, there is nothing strange in His 
creating and withdrawing the dream-objects. Hence the dream- 
objects are not unreal, simply because they are sublated.! 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (end) 
SOTRA 6 


“OR THAT (RESULTS) ALSO FROM THE CONNECTION WITH THE 
BODY." 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


And “that” obscuration takes place by way of its connection 
with nescience. 
Vedànta-kaustubha 


“That also," i.e. the obscuration of the soul’s attributes of 
having true resolves and the rest, arises through its “connection with 
the body"' at the time of creation, and through its connection with 
prakrti at the time of dissolution. The sense is that the Lord, who 
takes into consideration the deeds of the soul, purposely conceals 
the form of the soul which, as a part of Himself, is endowed with 
the attributes of having true resolves and the rest,—and this He 
does by connecting the soul with prakrti in its effected and causal 
states. Hence it is established that the dream-objects, conforming 
to the deeds of particular souls and to be enjoyed by them respectively, 
are created by the Lord, and not by the individual soul. 


Here ends the section entitled “The intermediate place" (1). 


1 G.B. 3.2.5, p. 45, Chap. 3. 
p 


(so. 3. 2. 7. 
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COMPARISON 
Ramanuja and Srikantha 


They change the order of sütras 4-6 thus: 


Nimbarka, etc. Ramanuja, etc. 
“Stcakasya hi . . ." (4). "Par&bhidyànàt . . ." (4). 
“Parabhidhyanat . . ." (5). " Deha-yogàd va . . ." (5). 
" Deha-yogàd và . . ." (6). “Sticakasya hi . . ." (6). 

Baladeva 


He takes it as an adhikarana by itself, concerned with showing 
that the waking-consciousness too is due to the Lord. Hence the 
sūtra: “Or that too (viz. the waking-consciousness which arises) from 
(the soul’s connection with the body), (is caused by the Lord)’’.1 


Adhikarana 2: The section entitled "The ab- 
sence of that". (Sütras 7-8) 


SÜTRA 7 


“THE ABSENCE OF THAT (TAKES PLACE) IN THE VEINS AND IN THE 
SOUL, BECAUSE OF THE SCRIPTURAL TEXT TO THAT EFFECT." 


Vedànta-parijata-saurabha 


The Highest Self is the maker of the dream-objects. During 
deep sleep too, the soul enters into the vein and the pericardium, 
and then rests in the Highest Self alone, in accordance with the 
scriptural text: “ Then he comes to fall asleep in those veins" (Chand. 
8.6.32). "Having crept out through them, he lies in the pericardium " 
(Brh. 2.1.19 3). 


1 G.B. 3.2.6, pp. 46-47, Chap. 3. 

2 $, R, SK, B. Correct quotation: “Srpto bhavati" and not “Suspto 
bhavati". In that case, the passage would mean: ‘The he has crept into thoso 
vein'. Vide Chànd. 8.0.3, p. 436. 

3 $, R, Bh, SK, B. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


Thus, it has been demonstrated that the dream-objects 
are not created by the dreamers themselves, and that they are 
transitory. This has considerably promoted the growth of right 
discrimination and dispassion. After that, now for further promot- 
ing the growth of those very same things, the place of deep sleep is 
being considered. 

` It is declared by scripture that deep sleep takes place in the veins : 
“Then when he is sound asleep, composed, placid, he knows no dream ; 
then he comes to fall asleep in these veins” (Chand. 8.6.3). Anotber 
scriptural text declares that deep sleep takes place in the pericardium : 
"Now when he comes to fall into a profound sleep, then he does 
not know anything whatsoever, then—there are seventy-two thousand 
veils called 'Hità' which lead from the heart to the pericardium— 
having crept out through them, ho lies in the pericardium” (Brh. 
3.19.1). Again, a third text declares that deep sleep takes place in 
Brahman also: “That which is the ether within the heart, in that he 
lies" (Brh. 4.4.22), “When this person sleeps, as we say, then, my 
dear, he comes to be united with the Existent " (Chànd. 6.8.1), 
“Embraced by the intelligent soul, he knows nothing that is outside, 
nothing that is inside" (Brh. 4.3.21) and so on. Here the doubt is as 
to whether the soul sleeps in any of these three places, or whether all 
of them together constitute its place of sleep. The prima facie 
view is: The soul can sleep in any one of these three places, but 
can never sleep simultaneously in all three of them. So, the soul 
sleeps in any of these three. 

We reply: “The absence of that”, i.e. the absence of dream, viz. 
deep sleep, takes place “in the veins”, “in the soul," i.c. in Brahman, 
denoted by the term 'ether', and in the pericardium as implied by 
the term “and” (in the siitra)—i.e. in a particular place intermediate ` 
between the vein and Brahman. The sense is that the vein, the peri- 
cardium and Brahman conjointly constitute the place of deep sleep 
and not separately. Why? “On account of the scriptural text 
to that effect,” i.e. on account of the scriptural declaration that the 
vein, the pericardium and Brahman are the place of deep sleep 
conjointly. Of these three, again, the vein and the pericardium 
are but of a secondary importance,—they are like a palace and a 
bedstead respectively. But the Highest Self alone is of primary 


(st. 3. 2. 8. 
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importance—He is like a bed, and as such He alone is the immediate 
place of deep sleep,—this is the resultant meaning.! 


SOTRA 8 


"HENCE THE AWAKENING FROM HIM." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


For that very reason, the soul rises from the Supreme Lord, 
as declared by the scriptural passage: “Having come back from the 
Existent” (Chand. 6.10.2 2). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


None but the Supreme Soul is the place where souls rest during 
deep sleep. “Hence,” i.e. for this reason, “the awakening”, 
i.e. their re-attaining the place (or the condition) of waking, “from 
him", i.e. from the Supreme Soul alone, fits in, in accordance with 
the statement: “Having come back from the Existent, they do not 
know: ‘We have come back from the Existent’’’ (Chand. 6.10.2). 
If anyone else be the place of the soul’s deep sleep, then the 
text: “Having come from the Existent” (Chand. 6.10.2) will be 
contradicted. The sense is that it is not possible for the soul to lio 
down in one place and arise from another. Hence it is established 
that Brahman is the place of deep sleep. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘The absence of that” (2). 


1 I.e. a man sleeping on a bed is at the same time sleeping on the bedstead 
and within the house. As such the bed, the bedstead and the house are his 
places of sleep conjointly, yet his immediato place of sleep is the bed. In the 
very same manner the vein, the pericardium and Brahman are the places of the 
soul's deep sleep, yet Brahman is the immediate place. 

2 $, R, $K, B. 
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Adhikarana 3: The section entitled “The re- 
membrance of work, text and injunction”. 
(Sūtra 9) 

SÜTRA 9 


"BuT HE ALONE (RISES) ON ACCOUNT OF WORK, REMEMBRANCE, 
TEXT AND INJUNCTION.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“He alone,” i.e. that individual soul which was asleep, arises,— 
because having half finished a piece of work the previous day, he 
remembers it and finishes the other half the next day; because there 
is à scriptural text to that effect: "Whatever they are in his world, 
whether tiger, or lion, or wolf, or boar, . . .,! or gnat, or mosquito, 
that they become" (Chand. 6.9.22) and so on; and because of the 
injunctions: “Let one perform the Agni-hotra" (Maitri 6.363), “Let 
one meditate on the soul" (Brh. 1.4.7 4) and so on. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now apprehending the objection, viz. Naturally, the soul, which 
has entered Brahman, the place of deep sleep, and has thereby become 
freed from the two states, the abode of miseries, will never rise from 
Him again—the author replies: 

The doubt is as to whether he alone who was aslcep arises at the 
time of awakening, or some one else? On the suggestion, viz. One 
who has attained Brahman will not rise from Him again, and hence 
not the sleeper himself, but another rises— 

We reply: The word "but" is meant for disposing of the view. 
"He alone" who was asleep arises, and not another. Why? On 
aecount of the following reasons, viz. work, remembrance, text and in- 
junction.6 Having begun a piece of work, accomplishable in two days, 
a man goes to sleep at night, and on arising again, that very man finishes 
it the next day. From such work it is known that that very one who 
was asleep is now awoke. This is so, also on account of remembrance, 


1 The portion “kito và patanga và" left out. Vide Chand. 6.9.2, p. 341. 

2 $, R, SK, B. 3 Bh. 4 Bh, B. 

5 Note that while Nimbarka interprets the compound "karmünusmrti- 
$abda-vidhibhyah" as (1) remembrance of work, (2) text, (3) injunction; Srini- 
vasa interprets it as (1) work, (2) remembrance, (3) text, and (4) injunction, 
like Samkara and others. 
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i.e. on account of the Escopmition, viz. ‘I, who was asleep at night, 
am awake in the morning’; on account of texts like: “All these crea- 
tures go day after day to the world of Brahman, (but) do not know ! 
it" (Chand. 8.3.2), "Whatever they are in this world, whether tiger, 
or lion, or wolf, or boar, . . . . ,? or gnat, or mosquito, that they 
become” (Chand. 6.9.2) and so on; and on account of the injunctive 
texts, referring to enjoyment and emancipation, such as: “Let one 
desirous of heaven perform the Agni-hotra" (Maitri 6.36), “Let one 
desirous of heaven perform sacrifices" (Tait. Sam. 2.5.53), “Tranquil, 
let one meditate” (Chand. 3.14.1), “Let one meditate on the soul" 
(Brh. 1.4.7) and so on. If some one other than the person who went 
to sleep arose, then these reasons would have been set aside. Hence 
it is established that the very same person who went to sleep arises. 


Here ends the section entitled “The remembrance of work, text 
and injunction" (3). 


COMPARISON 


All others interpret the compound "karmànusamrti-Sabda-vidhi- 
bhyah”’ like Srinivasa, i.e. giving four reasons and not threc like 
Nimbarka.4 


Adhikarana 4: The section entitled “The swoon- 
ing person". (Sūtra 10) 


SÜTRA 10 


"IN THE SWOONING PERSON, (THERE IS) HALF-ATTAINMENT, ON 
ACCOUNT OF BEING LEFT OVER." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


In one who is in a swoon, there is “‘half-attainment”’ of death.® 
The state of swoon is not included nus the states xil Geop Sees and 


P . a —u ee naa — € € ——— fe on oy 


1 Correct Qus oh: ^ vindanti" "nm find). 
2 See footnote 1, p. 519. 3 P.208, line 27, vol. 2. 
4 EX B. 2.3.9, pp. 719 ff.; Sri. B. 2.3.9, p. 226, Part 2; Bh. B. 2.3.9. p. 163; 
SK. B. 2.3.9, pp. 240-241, Part 9; G.B. 2.3.9, p. 51, Chap. 3. 
5 I.e. a swooning person attains half the characteristics of death, or is 
half-dead. 
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the rest. Honce “on account of being left over”, it is something 
different. 
Vedānta-kaustubha 


Now the state of swoon is being considered. 

On the doubt, viz. whether the well-known state of swoon is 
included under the states of deep sleep and the rest, or is something 
different from them, the suggestion being: There aro four well-known 
states of the soul, viz. waking, dream, deep sleep and death. So the 
state of swoon must be included under them, there being no proof 
that swoon is something different from them,— 

We reply: “In the swooning person " there is “half-attainment "'. 
One who has fainted owing to excessive grief is said to be a ‘swooning 
person’. He attains ‘half’ the place of death.! ‘That is, the state of 
swoon is something different from the other four states. Why ? 
“On account of being left over." Thus, the state of swoon is not 
the same as the state of waking or the state of dream, on account 
of the absence of knowledge.? It is also not identical with death, 
on account of the presence of life and heat.3 Nor can it be said 
that deep sleep itself is swoon, because the soul being embraced 
by the Existent then, deep sleep is a state of bliss. Hence it is 
established that ** on account of being left over”, the state of swoon is 
not one among the states of deep sleep and the rest, but is a different 
state. 


Hero ends the section entitled ‘ swooning person ” (4). 


1 I.e. makes a half-way approach to death. 

2 [.e. a swooning person is unconscious, while a porson who is awake or a 
dreaming person is conscious. 

3 I.e. a swooning person is still alivo and warm unlike a dead person. 

4 Le. a swooning person does not enjoy any bliss as a person in a deep 
3leep does. 
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Adhikarana 5: The section entitled “Possessed 
of two-fold characteristics”. (Sttras 11-21) 


SOTRA 11 


‘“NOT ON ACCOUNT OF PLACE EVEN (IS THERE ANY IMPERFECTION) 
ON THE PART OF THE HIGHEST, BECAUSE EVERYWHERE (HE Is 
DESCRIBED AS) POSSESSED OF TWO-FOLD CHARACTERISTICS." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


It has been already proved! that the respective imperfections 
of the souls do not pertain to the Highest Self, though abiding within 
all since He is not subject to karmas. There is no imperfection 
“on the part of the Highest, on account of place even", since “every- 
where" Brahman is stated to be free from all defects and endowed 
with all auspicious qualities. 

Vedanta-kaustubha 


With a view to generating an aversion to transmigratory cxistence, 
the particular states of this individual soul have been briefly demon- 
strated above. The attributes of Brahman, the Highest Person, such 
as, being the creator of dream-creation, having true resolves, being 
the cause of pleasure during deep sleep and so on too have been demon- 
strated for the sake of generating an yearning for Him. Now, for 
generating an yearning for the Highest, the reverend author wants to 
establish that He is free by nature from all faults and is one mass of 
all auspicious qualities. Hence he says this: 

On the doubt, viz. whether those imperfections,—which arising 
from the different places pertain to the individual soul abiding in 
those places, viz. waking, dream and deep sleep,—pertain to the 
Highest Self, or not,—the prima facie view is as follows: Although 
it has been stated in the first chapter under the aphorism: “If it be 
objected that enjoyment results, (we reply:) no, on account of dif. 
ference” (Br. Sù. 1.2.8), that those imperfections cling only to the 
individual soul, a self-conscious agent, but never to the Highest 
Self who is not subject to karmas,—yet just as, like Yajfiadatta, 
the owner of a house, his friend Devadatta too, who has entered 
there, comes to be affected by the heat of fire, owing to his connection 
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with that blazing house,—so the imperfections arising from places 
pertain to the Highest Self too.! 

With regard to it we reply: No. There are no imperfections, 
arising from those particular places, “on the part of the Highest", 
i.e. on the part of Brahman full of His own bliss, although He has 
entered into those places out of compassion as the inner controller 
of the individual souls, His own parts, for their guidance,— ^ because ” 
"everywhere", i.e. in scriptural and Smrti passages, the Supreme 
Brahman is established to be “possessed of two-fold characteristics", 
i.e. as possessed of the marks of being free by nature from all faults 
and being an abode of a mass of auspicious qualities. The scriptural 
texts are to the effect: ‘‘ The soul that is free from sins, ageless, death- 
less, griefless, without hunger, without thirst, possessed of true 
desires, possessed of true resolves " (Chand. 8.7.1, 3), "Who is omnis- 
cient, all knowing" (Mund. 1.1.9; 2.2.7), “Whose penance consists 
in knowledge (Mund. 1.1.9), “He who knows the bliss of Brahman ” 
(Tait. 2.4.1; 2.9.1), "Natural is the operation of (His) knowledge 
and strength" (Svet. 6.8) and so on. The Smrti passages are to the 
effect: “He possesses all auspicious qualities; and has drawn out, 
by a particle of His own power, the creation of beings 2 (V.P. 6.5.84 8), 
“He is possessed of might, power, lordship and supreme knowledge, 
and is one mass of qualities like His own strength, power and the 
rest. He is the highest of the high, in whom, the Lord of the high 
and the low,‘ there are no miseries and the like” (V.P. 6.5.85 5). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


Interpretation absolutely different, viz. “Not even on account 


for the Lord. Just as when the house is on fire, the heat affects not only Yajfia- 
datta, the owner, but also Devadatta, a visitor who has entered into it, so the 
imperfections inhering in the body affect not only the individual soul, the owner, 
but also the Lord who has entered into it as its ruler. 

2 Reading: “Sva-sSakti-lesavyrta-bhiita-vargah’’, meaning: ‘Who has covered 
the group of beings by a particle of His own power ’. 

3 P. 837, lines 9-10. 

4 Reading: *Paràpareáe", meaning the same. 

5 P. 837, lines 13-16. 
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and nirvisega) (are possible) on the part of the Highest, for everywhere 
(Scripture declares it to be nirvisesa)". That is, in Scripture two 
classes of texts are found, one designating Brahman as possessed of 
difference, the other designating Brahman as devoid of difference. 
This gives rise to a doubt, viz. whether Brahman is both savisesa 
and nirviéesa. The answer is that one and the same thing cannot 
have two different natures. Hence Brahman cannot be savisesa 
even through the limiting adjuncts which do not change its real 
nature, but only conceals it for the time being.! 


Bhaskara 


Interpretation absolutely different, viz. “Not even on account 
of place (viz. the world and the rest), two-fold characteristics (viz. 
sikaira and niràkàra) (are possible) on the part of the Highest, because 
everywhere (Scripture declares Him to be nirákara)". That is, 
although Brahman has two forms—causal or nirákàra and effected or 
sikaira,—yeot He is to be meditated on in His Niraàkàra aspect only, 
which is His real form and which He never loses even when He comes 
to have a connection with the world and the rest.? 


Baladeva 


Interpretation absolutely different, viz. “Not even on account 
of place (i.e. by the mere fact of His being in two places), two-fold 
characteristics (i.e. changes of nature) (are possible) on the part of 
the Highest, because everywhere (He is present simultaneously)". 
That is, though the Lord manifests himself in various places, yet 
by reason of His mysterious power, He Himself undergoes no change.’ 


SÜTRA 12 


"Ir IT BE OBJECTED: ON ACCOUNT OF DIFFERENCE, (WE REPLY :) 
NO, ON ACCOUNT OF THE STATEMENT OF WHAT IS NOT THAT IN 
EACH CASE." 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 
If it be objected: Because of its connection with the body, the 
imperfections arising from the difference of states, do indeed pertain 


1 S.B. 3.2.11, p. 724, lines 8-17. 2 Bh. B. 3.2.11, pp. 164-165. 
3 G.B. pp. 54-65, Chap. 3. 
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to the individual soul, though endowed with the attributes of freedom 
from sins and the rest. Likewise they may belong to the Highest 
as well—we reply: “no”, because nowhere there is any text desig- 
nating imperfections on the part of the Inner Controller; on the 
contrary, there are texts about His immortality, viz. ‘“‘ He is your 
soul, the inner controller, immortal" ' (Brh. 3.7.3, etc.!). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be objected: The individual soul passes through many 
different states and assumes many different bodies (such as human, 
divine and so on), and hence the stated imperfections do indeed pertain 
to the individual soul, though it is naturally endowed with the attri- 
butes of freedom from sins and the rest, established by the statement 
of Prajàpati, recorded in the Chàndogya.? Likewise, the Lord too, 
the Inner Controller of all, has to pass through many different states 
and come into contact with many different bodies. Hence, those 
imperfections may pertain to the Highest as well, naturally endowed 
with the attributes of freedom from sins and the rest,— 

We reply: “No”. Why? “On account of the statement of 
what is not that in each case,” i.e. because there is no text designating 
the imperfections of the Highest Person “in each case", i.o. in any 
state. 'The stated imperfections pertain to the individual soul,— 
which though endowed with the attributes of freedom from sins and 
the rest, has yet its real nature concealed through the wish of the 
Highest, in accordance with its karmas,3—but never to the Highest 
who has His real nature ever-manifest. Thus, in reference to 
the state of waking, there are texts establishing the imperfections 
of the individual soul, such as: “Those who are of a stinking conduct 
attain a stinking birth” (Chand. 5.10.7) and so on, but none referring 
to the imperfections of the Highest. Then, in reference to the state 
of dream, there are texts like: “When one sees a black person with 
black teeth in his dream, he (i.e. the black person) kills him (i.e. 
the dreamer” (Ait. Ar. 3.2.4 4) and so on; and in reference to deep 


1 Repeated altogether 20 times (once &t the end of each verse) up to tho 
end of the section beginning with verse 3.7.3. 
R, SK. 
2 Vide Chànd. 8.7.1, 3. 
3 Vide V.K. 3.2.5. 4 P. 136-137. 


[s0. 3. 2. 12. 
526 VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA ADH. 5.] 


sleep, there are texts like: “All creatures go to this world of Brahman 
day by day, (yet) do not find it, for they are carried away by untruth” 
(Chand. 8.3.2) and so on,—all referring to the individual soul, but not 
to the Highest. Similarly, it should be understood that in reference 
to death and the rest as well there is ‘statement of what is not that’. 
Our view is further confirmed by the texts designating the immor- 
tality of the Inner Controller and proving His faultlessness, viz.: 
‘“ He is your soul, the inner controller, the immortal " ' (Brh. 3.7.3, 
etc. The same text is repeated in connection with each of the 
objects to be controlled,—beginning with the earth, water, fire and 
sky, and ending with the skin, understanding and semen !,—men- 
tioned in the Brhadaranyaka in the text which begins “He who 
dwelling in the earth is other than the earth, whom the earth does 
not know, of whom the earth is the body, who rules the earth from 
within" (Brh. 3.7.3). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


Reading different, viz. adds "na" in the beginning thus: “Na 
bhedàt . . .". Interpretation also different, viz.: “If it be objected 
that (Brahman is) not (nirviéesa), on account of difference (of forms), 
(we reply:) No, on account of the statement of what is not that in 
each case". That is, it may be objected that since Brahman is desig- 
nated by Scripture as having various forms, e.g. as having four feet, 
sixteen parts and so on, it must be held to be savi$esa, i.e. possessed 
of attributes and forms; and there is no contradiction involved here 
in taking Brahman to be so, the difference of Brahman’s forms being 
due to limiting adjuncts. That is, Brahman is both savisesa and 
nirvisesa according to Scripture. To this the reply is that Scripture 
depicts Brahman as nirvisesa only, even though it mentions its dif- 
ferent forms, due to limiting adjuncts,—for in every passage describing 
such adjuncts of Brahman, it is itself described as free from all diver- 
sity. Such designations are for the purpose of meditation only, but 
their real meaning is non-difference only.? 


1 Vide Brh. 3.7.3-3.7.23. 
2 “Bhedasya updsanarthatvad abhede tatparyyat.” S.B. 3.9.12, p. 725. 
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Bhāskara 


Interpretation absolutely different. He continues the topic of 
the Nirākāra-upāsanā of Brahman. Hence the sūtra: “If it be objected 
that on account of difference, (i.e. on account of the corporeal and 
incorporeal forms of Brahman as designated in Scripture,) (Brahman 
is not to be worshipped in his casual or formless aspect) (we reply :) 
no, on account of the statement of what is not that in each case, 
(i.e. because there is no text which designates difference on the part 
of Brahman due to limiting adjuncts)".! Hence everywhere the one 
Brahman is to be worshipped. 


Baladeva 


Reading different, viz. like Samkara, he adds a “na” in the 
beginning. Interpretation too different. He continues the theme 
of the previous sütra, viz. the oneness of the Lord in spite of His 
various manifestations in different places. Hence the sütra: “If 
it be objected that on account of difference (i.e. because the manifes- 
tations of the Lord are different), (the oneness of the Lord, alleged 
above, is not possible), (we reply:) no, because there is the statement 
of the absence of that (viz. difference) with regard to each (of these 
manifestations)". "That is, with regard to cach of the manifestations 
of the Lord, Scripture is careful to point out that He is one.? 


— M M — 


SOTRA 13 
*"MoREOVER THUS SOME (TEACH)." 


“Moreover " the followers of “some” branch teach: “One of these 
two eats the sweet berry, the other, without eating, looks on” (Rg. V. 
1.164.20 ;3 Mund. 3.1.1; Svet. 4.6 4). 


Vedànta-parijata-saurabha 
“Moreover ”, the followers of “some” branch teach that though 


the individual soul and the Supreme Lord abide in the same place, 
it is the individual soul alone that is subject to karmas and 


— € —— Áo — o — -a ———— EE 


1 Bh. B. 3.2.12, p. 165. 2 G.B. 3.2.12, pp. 55-56, Chap. 2. 
3 P. 140, lines 1-3. 4 R, SK. 
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participates in imperfections, but not the Highest who is not subject 
to karmas, thus: “Two birds, close friends, cling to the same tree. 
Of these two, one eats the sweet berry; the other, without eating, looks 
on” (Rg. V. 1.164.20; Mund. 3.1.1; Svet. 4.6). 


COMPARISON 


Samkara and Bhaskara 


They quote from the Katha and Svetàávatara Upanisads ! to 
show that Scripture teaches the essential non-difference of Brahman.? 


Baladeva 


He quotes from the Mundukya-upanisad 3 to show that the Lord 
is one, though appearing as many.* 


SÜTRA 14 


“For (BRAHMAN) IS WITHOUT FORM (LE. NOT AN ENJOYER) 
INDEED, ON ACCOUNT OF BEING THE PRINCIPAL (AGENT) WITH 
REGARD TO THAT (VIZ. CREATION OF NAMES AND FORMS)." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The Highest is the principal agent, the creator of names and 
forms, as declared by the text: ‘““ Let me evolve name and form "' 
(Chànd. 6.3.25). Hence He is not the enjoyer of the names and forms 
to be created by Himself, and as such Brahman is “without form". 
Hence Brahman is not touched even by an odour of imperfections. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. There may not be any imperfections on 
the part of Brahman even on account of place; still as the creator 
of names and forms, Brahman must be their enjoyer too, for generally 
a creator creates objects for enjoying them. Names and forms 


LEEREN 


1 Katha, 4.11; Svet. 1.12. 2 Ś.B. 3.2.13, p. 725; Bh. B. 
3 Mund. 7. & G.B. 3.2.13, p. 58, Chap. 3. 


S CSSN canted ny athens, 


[s0. 3. 2. 14. 
ADH. 5.] VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA 529 


are known to have Brahman as their creator from the use of the first 
person in the text: ‘ “Let me evolve name and form ”’ (Chand. 6.3.2). 
Hence it is established that the Supreme Brahman is subject to kar- 
mas, and every impérfection is possible on the part of one who is 
subject to karmas,—the author replies: 


One to whom the forms together with the names,—such as the 
divine bodies and the rest, created by Brahman in accordance with 
the works of the individual soul,—are not objects of enjoyment is 
“without form". Hence Brahman, who is “without form indeed” 
does not proceed to evolve names and forms for His own enjoyment, 
since all His desires are eternally fulfilled. The word “for” indicates 
the absence of all imperfections, arising from the material names 
and forms, on the part of Brahman. Why? “On account of being 
the principal (agent) with regard to that,” i.e. because “with regard 
to that", or with regard to that act, Brahman is the principal agent, 
the creator of names and forms, in accordance with the scriptural 
text: “The ether, verily, is the creator of names and forms” 
(Chind. 8.14.1.). That the Highest creates names and forms for 
the sake of the individual soul, is indicated by the words “by the 
individual soul’ (jivena).! The individual soul, possessed of the 
stated marks, is a part of Brahman; and Brahman, the Whole, dwells 
in it, in accordance with the scriptural text: “He who dwelling 
in the soul" (Sat. Br. 14.6.7.30 2). Here,? any activity in connection 
with the creation of names and forms being impossible on the part 
of a mere part (viz. the individual soul), the term ‘individual soul’ 
refers to Brahman, the Whole, acting for the good of the part. 
Hence the two words ‘jivena’ and ‘atmana’ refer to the same object 
(viz. Brahman). The individual soul being subject to karmas is 
connected with these forms, and hence imperfections are possible 
on its part. But Brahman, though the creator of names and forms 
in accordance with the works of the individual souls, is not the 
enjoyer of their fruits, and as such the stated imperfections can 
never pertain to Him. Hence Brahman is possessed of a two-fold 
characteristic. 


1 Vide Chand. 6.3.2—“ Anena jiven-àtman& anupravisya nama-rupe vyà- 
karavani’’. 
2 P. 1074, line 18. 
3 Niz. in the shove passege—Chand. 6.3.2. 
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COMPARISON 
Samkara 


Interpretation different, viz. “For (Brahman is) without form 
(i.e. nirákàra) only (and not both sakara and nirakàra), because of the 
primariness of that (viz. of the texts teaching that Brahman is form- 
less)". That is, the texts which attribute forms to Brahman are 
not the main purport of Scripture, since they simply enjoin medita- 
tion, and do not set forth the real nature of Brahman.! 


Bhaskara 


Interpretation different, viz. “For (Brahman is) without form 
indeed, because He is the principal (being).? 

After this sütra, Bhaskara reads an additional sütra, not found 
in the commentaries of others, which is as follows: “ Asthūlam ananv- 
ahrasvam-adirgham-aSabdam aspar$am-arüpam-avyayam"', meaning: 
“(Brahman is) non-gross, non-fine, non-short, non-long, without 
sound, without touch, without form, immutable". Hence such a 
nirákàra or formless Brahman is to be worshipped, and not the sakara 
Brahman.3 

Baladeva 


He begins à new adhikarana here concerned with the question 
of the form of Brahman (four sütras). Hence the sütra: “For (Brah- 
man is) without a form, because that (viz. the form) is the chief (viz. 
Brahman)”. That is, Brahman is formless in the sense that He has 
not the form, but is the form itself, since the body of Brahman is 
identical with Brahman Himself.4 


SÜTRA 15 
‘“ AND (BRAHMAN IS) POSSESSED OF LIGHT, ON ACCOUNT OF BEING 
NOT DEVOID OF MEANING." 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Untouched by darkness, “possessed of light"—Brahman, pos- 
sessed of such a two-fold characteristic, is designated by one text: 


— — —À — — 
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1 $.9. 3.2.14, p. 726. 2 Bh. B. 3.2.14, p. 166. 
3 Bh. B. 3.2.15, p. 160. 4 G.B. 3.2.14, p. 59, Chap. 3. 
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“Of the colour of the sun, beyond darkness" (Vj.S. 31.181; Tait. Ar. 
3.13.1; Svet. 3.8;2 Gità 8.93), on account of the text being not devoid 
of meaning. 

. Vedanta-kaustubha 


The view that Brahman is possessed of a two-fold characteristic : 
is being confirmed once more. 

Brahman “possessed of light",—that which has light for its 
attribute is ‘possessed of light", —and untouched by the imperfections 
of the objects to be lighted, as implied by the term “and” (in the 
sütra), is possessed of a two-fold characteristic. Why? On account 
of the texts being not devoid of meaning, viz. “He alone shining 
everything shines after him. Through his light all this shines" 
(Katha. 5.15; Mund. 2.2.10; Svet. 6.14), “Of the colour of the sun, 
beyond darkness" (Vj.S. 31.18; Tait. Ar. 3.13.1; Svet. 3.8; Gita 
8.9) and so on. This aphorism is for showing that one text after 
another denotes Brahman as possessed of a two-fold characteristic. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


Interpretation absolutely different, viz. “And (Brahman is) 
like light, on account of non-futility of texts (which designate Brahman 
as possessed of a form)". That is, just as the light of the sun or the 
moon, though pervading the entire expanse of the heaven and having 
no particular shape as such, appears straight, crooked and so on when 
passing through a finger which is straight, crooked and so on, so Brah- 
man appears as the Universe through its connection with the limiting 
adjunct. Hence it is that the texts which designate Brahman as 
having the form of the Universe and so on are not absolutely devoid 
of meaning, but serve the purpose of meditation. 


Raàmanuja and Srikantha 


Interpretation different, viz. “And on account of the non-futility 
(of texts designating Brahman as possessod of all auspicious qualities 
and devoid of all imperfections)". That is, just as (the texts designat- 
ing Brahman as) light such as: ** Brahman is truth, knowledge, infinite " 
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1 P. 857, lines 10-11. 2 P. 201. 
3 Not quoted by others. 4 S.B. 3.2.16, pp. 726-27. 
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(Tait. 2.1) establish Brahman to be self-manifesting, so certain texts 
prove Him to be possessed of two-fold characteristics, viz. having all 
auspicious qualities on the one hand and being free from all defects 
on the other, both kinds of texts having a definite meaning.1 


Bhaskara 


Reading slightly different, viz. substitutes “vā” in place of 

“ea? 2 
Baladeva 

Interpretation absolutely different, viz. continues the same topic 
about the body of the Lord thus: “And because of the non-futility 
(of this conception of the form or body of the Lord) as in the case of 
light". That is, just as, though the sun is pure light yet is conceived 
as having a definite form for the purpose of meditation, so the Lord, 
though a pure light of knowledge and bliss, is yet conceived to have 
i form for the purpose of meditation.? 


SÜTRA 16 


“AND (A SENTENCE IS NOT MEANINGLESS WHEN IT) STATES 
THAT ONLY." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


When a text “states that only” or its real meaning only, then 
indeed it is not meaningless. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now, what makes a text have a meaning or be devoid of 
meaning ? 

When a scriptural text “states that only", i.e. its real meaning 
only, then it is not meaningless. The term “and” implies that 
if it be taken, by foolish persons, to be referring to what is not its 
subject-matter, then it becomes meaningless. This being so, the 
texts designating the two-fold characteristics of Brahman being 
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1 Sri. B. 3.2.15, p. 232, Part 2; SK. B. 3.2.16, p. 247, Part 9. 
2 Bh. B. 3.2.15, p. 166. 3 G.B. 3.2.15, p. 60, Chap. 3. 
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mutually non-contradictory, are literally true and authoritative,— 
this is the implied meaning. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


Interpretation different as before, viz. “And (Scripture declares 
that only, (viz. that Brahman is pure, non-differentiated conscious- 
ness)". 

Ramaànuja and Srikantha 


Interpretation different, viz. “And (texts like: ‘Brahman is 
truth, knowledge and infinite") declare that only", viz. only that 
Brahman is self-manifesting, but does not deny that Brahman has 
other qualities, such as, being capable of realizing all His wishes at once 
and so on, known from other texts. This sütra and the next answer, 
according to them, the prima facte view, viz. that texts like “ Brahman 
is truth, knowledge and infinite" (Tait. 2.1) only designate Brahman 
as devoid of all differences and self-manifesting by nature; while, 
on the other hand, texts like: “Not so, not so" (Brh. 2.3.6) prove 
the qualities of Brahman, such as Omniscience and so on, to be false. 
Hence Brahman cannot be said to be possessed of two-fold character- 
istics, viz. having all auspicious qualities and being free from all 
defects whatsocver.? 

Baladeva 


He continues the same topic about the body of the Lord, viz. 
'" And (Scripture) declares that only, (viz. that the body of the Lord 
is the Lord himself)". That is, it must not be thought, on the 
ground of the previous aphorism, that Brahman has no actual form, 
but is conceived to have à form for the sake of meditation only, for 
Scripture declares that the Lord does possess à form and that this 
form is not different from Him, but the very essence of His self. 


1 §.B. 3.2.16, p. 727; Bh. B. 3.2.17. p. 166. 
2 Sri. B. 3.2.16, p. 232, Part 2; SK. 13. 3.2.16, pp. 247-248, Part 9. 
3 G.B. 3.2.16, p. 429, Chap. 3. “Atra dehad bhinno dehit-y-evam 
bhide&vara-vastuni nàsti; kimtu deha eva dehiti labdham." 
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SOTRA 17 


"AND (SCRIPTURE) SHOWS (THIS), THEN (IT IS) DECLARED BY 
SMRTI TOO." 
Vedànta-pàarijata-saurabha 


Numerous texts like: “The Soul that is free from sins” (Chand. 
8.7.1, 31), “Without parts, without action, tranquil, irreproachable, 
stainless" (Svet. 16.19 2), "Having true desires, having true resolves "' 
(Chand. 8.1.5; 8.7.13 3) and so on, prove that Brahman is possessed of a 
double characteristic. “Then” it is "declared by Smrti too", thus: 
* Iam beyond the perishable and am superior to even the imperishable. 
Hence in the world and in the Veda I am proclaimed to be the Highest 
Person" ' (Gita. 15.18 4), * ** Lam the origin of all, everything procecds 
from me” ’ (Gita. 10.8 5), ''*Or, what is the use of so much knowledge 
to you, O Arjuna? Having pervaded this entire Universe with one 
part of mine, I abide" ' (Gita 10.42 9) and so on. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


"And" the mass of scriptural texts “shows” that Brahman is 
indeed possessed of a two-fold characteristic, viz. “The soul that is 
free from sins" (Chand. 8.7.1, 3), “Without parts, without action, 
tranquil, irreproachable, stainless ” (Svet. 6.19), “Having true desires, 
having true resolves” (Chand. 8.1.5; 8.7.1, 3), “He who is omnis- 
cient, all-knowing” (Mund. 1.1.9; 2.2.7), “Supreme is his power, 
declared to be of various kinds indeed ; natural is the operation of his 
knowledge and power" (Svet. 6.8), “Him who is the supreme and 
Great Lord of lords; him, who is the supreme God of gods" (Svet. 
6.7), “He is the cause, the cause of the lord of causes" (Svet. 6.9c 7), 
"Of him there is no progenitor whatsoever, nor a lord" (Svet. 6.9 
a-b), “This is one bliss of Brahman” (Tait. 2.8), "He who knows the 
bliss of Brahman does not fear anything” (Tait. 2.4) and so on. This 
is ‘‘declared by Smrti too" thus: ‘ *I am beyond the perishable and 
am superior to even the imperishable. Hence in the world and in 
the Veda I am proclaimed to be the Highest Person’”’’ (Gita 15.18), 


1 Not quoted by others. 2 R, SK. 
3 Not quoted by others. 4 Not quoted by others. 
5 Op cit. 6 R. 


7 Correct quotation: “Karaņnādhipādhipa”, meaning: the lord of the lord 
of sense-organs, viz. the individual soul. Vide Śvet. 6.9, p. 70. 
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* * I am the origin of the entire world, likewise the dissolution”’’ (Gita 
7.6), ‘‘‘He who knows me unborn, without beginning and the Great 
Lord of the world" " (Gita 10.3), *'"The multitudes of gods do not 
know my origin, nor the great sages" (Gita 10.2), ‘ * Having pervaded 
this entire world with a part of mine, I abide” ' (Gita 10.42), ‘ “‘ There 
is nothing higher than me, O Dhanafijaya " ' (Gita 7.7), ‘“ For I am 
the enjoyer of all sacrifices, and the lord indecd "'' (Gita 9.24) and so 
on. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


He quotes from Scripture (Brh. 2.3.6, etc.) and Smrti to show 
that Brahman is nirvisesa or absolutely free from differences. 


Bhaskara 


He quotes from Scripture (Svet. 6.13) and Smrti (Gita 8.9) 
to show that Brahman is self-manifest by nature.? 


Baladeva 


He quotes from Scripture (Gopàla-pürva-tápani) and Smrti 
(Brahma-samhità) to show that the body of the Lord is identical 
with the Lord Himself.? 


SÜTRA 18 


“ AND FOR THAT VERY REASON, (THERE IS) THE SIMILE, LIKE THE 
SUN AND WATER AND SO ON." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Brahman, though all-pervading, is indeed faultless, possessing 
as He does two-fold characteristics. ‘‘For that very reason," texts — 
like: '"Likewise,* verily, the one soul abides within many, like 
the sun within water-receptacles" (Yaj. Sm. 3.144°) and so on, 


— —— -= amn see mm m mam me mm u am aeaa o o PRL OOF e o AEE VS RED © = E ea E EN ME al ILL llo E 


1 §.B. 3.2.17, p. 728. 2 Bh. B. 3.2.18, p. 167. 
3 G.B. 3.2.17. 
4 Correct quotation "tathà" and not **yath&". 
5 P. 283. 
R. SK 
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take the help of “the simile of the sun and water and so on” for 
establishing Brahman’s faultlessness. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Brahman, though abiding in many places, is not subject to 
even an odour of imperfections arising out of those places. “For 
that very reason", in Scripture the following "simile" is employed: 
Just as the sun and the rest, though reflected on water and the 
like, are not touched by their imperfections, so the Supreme Brahman 
too, though abiding in the sentient and the non-sentient, is not 
touched by their respective imperfections. The texts to that effect 
are aS follows: “But just as the one ether becomes divided in the 
pots and the rest, so verily, the one soul abides within many, 
like the sun within water-receptacles" (Yàj. Sm. 3.144), “For the 
soul of beings, which is one only, is installed in each separate being, 
and is seen as one-fold and many-fold, like the moon reflected on 
water" (Brahmab. 6.12 1). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


The same simile of the sun and water is interpreted differently 
by them, viz. Just as the same sun appears to be many when reflected 
on many sheets of water, so the one Brahman appears to be many 
through being connected with Upadhis or limiting adjuncts.? How- 
ever, Samkara and Bhàskara understand the term ‘ Upàdhi' in two 
different senses, as already noted. 


Baladeva 


He begins a new adhikarana here (one sütra), concerned with 
showing that the worshipper (i.e. the individual soul) is different from 
the object worshipped (viz. the Lord). Hence the sūtra: “And for 
that very reason, (i.e. because the individual soul is different from 
Brahman), the simile, like the sun and water and so on, (is appro- 
priate)". That is, in Scripture we meet with the similes of the sun 
reflected on water and so on, and such similes simply show that just 
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1 P, 338. 
3 S.B. 3.2.18, pp. 328-329; Bh. B. 3.2.19, p. 167. 
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as the sun (or the bimba) is different from its image (or the prati- 
bimba), so the Lord is different from the individual soul.! 


PRIMA FACIE VIEW (Sütra 19) 
SÜTRA 19 


“Bur ON ACCOUNT OF THE NON-APPREHENSION LIKE WATER, 
THERE IS NO BEING SO." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


It is doubted: Water is apprehended to be remote from the 
sun, but not so the place (viz. the individual soul) from the whole 
(viz. the Lord).2 Hence the example cited is not to the point. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


It is doubted that the example cited does not illustrate the point. 

The word “but” is indicative of the doubt. It may be objected: 
“There is no being so", i.e. Brahman is not like the reflected 
sun. Why? “On account of the non-apprehension like water,” i.e. 
water is apprehended to be remote from the sun, and the sun and the 
rest, though reflected on it, are yet not touched by its imperfections 
as they are remote from it; but all the sentient and the non-sentient 
are not apprehended, as in the case of water, to be remote from 
Brahman. Compare the scriptural texts: "Ho who abiding within 
the earth ” (Brh. 3.7.3), “He who abiding within water" (Brh. 3.7.4), 
“He who abiding in the soul" (Sat. Br. 14.6.7.30 3), ** In whom all 
the worlds are situated" (Katha. 5.8; 6.1) and so on; and also 
the Smrti passages: ‘‘‘The Lord dwells, O Arjuna, in the heart- 
region of all"' (Gita 18.61), * *In me all this is woven "' (Gita 7.7) 
and so on. Hence there is no parallelism between the Supreme 
Person, the topic of discussion, and the reflected sun and the rest. 


1 G.B. 3.2.18, pp. 65-66, Chap. 3. 
2 The C.S.S. ed. (p. 54) reads “‘sthaninah’’. 
3 P. 1074, line 8. 
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CORRECT CONCLUSION (Sitras 20-21) 
SOTRA 20 


"(BRAHMAN'S) PARTICIPATION IN THE INCREASE AND DECREASE 
ON ACCOUNT OF BEING INCLUDED WITHIN (IS DENIED), ON ACCOUNT 
OF THE AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE TWO (I.E. THE EXAMPLE AND 
THE EXEMPLIFIED) (IT IS) so." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


With regard to it, we reply: “The participation" of the Lord 
of places (i.e. Brahman) “in the increase and decrease” of the places 
(i.e. the individual souls and matter),—He being their Inner Con- 
troller,—is what is denied by the example. “On account of the 
agreement between the two," it is “so”, i.o. only the intended portion 
is to be understood. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


With regard to it, the author replies: 

The word ‘no’ is to be supplied from the preceding aphorism. 
In spite of His “being included within” the places, there is no “ parti- 
cipation in the increase and decrease",—due to those places,—on 
the part of Brahman, the Highest, who is the lord of places, in accord. 
ance with the scriptural texts: “He who abiding within the earth " 
(Brh. 3.7.3), “He who abiding within the soul” (Sat. Br. 6.7.30). 
This is what is denied by the example of the sun and the rest. ‘On 
account of the agreement between the two (this is) so", i.e. on account 
of the agreement between the illustration and the illustrated, only 
the relevant portion is to be understood. Thus, just as the ether, 
though actually entered within pots, jars and so on, does not parti- 
cipate in the faults of increase and decrease,—although the ether 
is in every pot and is distinguished conventionally as: ‘There is no 
water in this pot’, ‘There is sugar in another’, yet it remains one 
only,—and just as the sun, reflected on different receptacles of water, 
does not participate in the faults of their increase and decrease, 
on the contrary manifests a multitude of objects under water,—so 
the Supreme Brahman, who is one only, abides as manifold in the 
sentient and non-sentient objects as their Inner Controller, but is 
not touched by their respective faults, is not divided by their re- 
spective differences and does not participate in their increase and 
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decrease. Thus, “on account of the agreement between the two, 
(this is) so”, i.e. only the relevant points of similarity are to be 
accepted, otherwise there can be no appropriateness of these two. The 
resultant meaning is that there can be no relation of example and the 
exemplified between two objects when the example proves the exem- 
plified to possess contrary qualities. 

Or (the word “ubhaya-sāmānyāt” may be explained as): On 
account of the appropriateness of the two examples of the sun and so 
on, (i.e. the sun and water, and the ether and pot). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


As before, they interpret the example in a different way. Hence 
the sūtra: "(There is à common point between the example and the 
exemplified, viz. their) participation in increase and decrease, owing 
to being included within, on account of (such an) agreement between 
the two, (it is) thus: (ie. the comparison holds good)". That is, 
just as the reflected image of the sun, being inside the sheet of water, 
participates in all the qualities of water, viz. increases and decreases 
when water does so and so on, but the real sun does not do so, 80 
Brahman, when within, i.e. connected with the limiting adjuncts, such 
as the body and so on, participates in their growth and the like, but real 
Brahman never does so.! 


Ràmáànuja and Srikantha 


They take this sütra and the next one as constituting one sütra.? 
Interpretation same. 
i Baladeva 

Interpretation different, viz. “(The above simile of the sun and 
water holds good, though not in its primary sense, yet in its secondary 
sense of) participating in increase (i.e. greatness) and decrease (i.e. 
smallness), (i.e. just as the sun participates in increase, i.e. is a large 
substance untouched by the limitations of water and so on, while 
the images of the sun participate in decrease, i.e. are limited by the 
conditions and variations of water, so the Lord participates in great- 
ness, i.e. is great and independent, while the individual soul participates 


1 §.B. 3.2.20, pp. 729-730; Bh. B. 3.2.31, pp. 167-168. 
2 Sri. B. 3.2.20, p. 234, Part 2; SK. B. 3.2.20, p. 250, Part 9. 
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in smallness, i.e. is small and dependent,—this is what is meant to be 
illustrated by the simile), on account of being included within, (i.e. 
because the purport of Scripture is fulfilled by this mode of explana- 
tion,—everything is contained in it), on account of the agreement 
between the two (this is) so, (i.e. the comparison holds good)’’.! 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (end) 
SÜTRA 21 


* AND ON ACCOUNT OF OBSERVATION." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


And because in ordinary experience, (comparisons like): ‘A lion- 
like boy ' ? are found. 
Vedanta-kaustubha 


And because in ordinary life, expressions like ‘A lion-like boy’ 
and so on are found, this is “so”, i.e. the attribute which is common 
to the example and the exemplified is to be understood as the relevant 
portion here. Hence it is established that Brahman is possessed of a 


two-fold characteristic. 


Here ends the section entitled 'Possessed of two-fold charac- 
teristics’’ (5). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhàskara 


Interpretation different, viz. “And because it is seen (i.e. declared 
by Scripture that Brahman enters within the body) 8 


ee edd 


L G.B. 3.2.20, pp. . 69-70, Chap. 3. 

2 The whole point is that when one thing is compared to another, that does 
not imply that the two must be similar in all respects, but only that they are so 
in some intended points. E.g. when a boy is compared to a lion that evidently 
does not mean that he has four feet, thirst for blood, etc, like the lion, but 
simply that he is as brave as the lion. Hence only this point, viz. braveness, 
is to be taken into account here. Similar is the case with Brahman and the 
sun. 

8 §.B. 3.2.21, p. 730; Bh. B. 3.2.22, p. 168, 
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Adhikarana 6: The section entitled “The so- 
muchness resulting from what has been pre- 
viously declared". (Sütras 22-30) 


SÜTRA 22 


“For (THE TEXT) DENIES THE SO-MUCHNESS RESULTING FROM 
WHAT HAS BEEN PREVIOUSLY DECLARED, AND AFTER THAT SPEAKS 
(OF BRAHMAN AS LIMITLESS) ONCE MORE.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


On the doubt, viz. whether the text: “Not so, not so" (Brh. 
2.3.61) denies the corporeal and the incorporeal forms, mentioned 
previously in the passage: “There are, verily, two forms of Brahman, 
the corporcal and incorporeal" (Brh. 2.3.1 2), or denies simply Brah- 
man's so-muchness resulting from His connection with the previously 
mentioned forms—the suggestion being that it denies the forms of 
Brahman—we reply: 

It “denies” only “the so-muchness resulting from what has been 
previously mentioned". ‘After that," “once more” ? the concluding 
portion of the text says: “For there is nothing higher than this— 
hence (it is called) ‘not so °” (Brh. 2.3.6 4). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been stated above that Brahman is possessed of a two-fold 
characteristic. Now the world is real, the world which consists of the 
sentient and the non-sentient, which is not known through any other 
means of knowledge, which is knowable from Scripture alone as a: 
form of Brahman on account of having Brahman for its soul, and which 
is not deniable by such texts like: ‘This is not a form of Brahman.’ 
Now, it may be thought that Brahman, who possesses the world as 
His form and is endowed with infinite, inconceivable, auspicious 


een mu aom amma ee -ammam aa . — = 


1 $. R, Bh, Sk, B. 

2 Op. cit. This text occurs in Maitri 6.3 as well. 

3 The word * bhüyah" may mean both ‘once more’ and ‘something 
more’. It is not clear in which sense precisely Nimbürka understands it. 
Srinivasa gives both the meanings, see V.K. bclow. 

4 §, R, Bh, Sk, B. 
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qualities and powers, becomes limited owing to His connection with 
the limited world. The author here denies this. 

In the Brhadáranyaka, having begun thus: “There are, verily, 
two forms of Brahman, the corporeal and the incorporeal" (Brh. 
2.3.1), and having exhibited the particular forms of saffron-colour 
and the rest thus: “The form of this person, verily, is like the saffron- 
colour” (Brh. 2.3.6), the text goes on to record: “Hence, now, there 
is the teaching: ‘Not so, not so’’’ (Brh. 2.3.6). Among these, the 
corporeal, i.e. the three elements : fire, water and food; the incorporeal, 
i.e. the two elements : air and ether !; as well as the particular forms of 
the saffron-colour and the rest ? have been mentioned before. Here the 
doubt is whether the text: “Not so, not so” (Brh. 2.3.6) denies the 
above-mentioned group of the corporeal and the incorporeal forms of 
Brahman, or denies Brahman's so-muchness, resulting from His posses- 
sion of the above-mentioned group of the corporeal and the incorporeal 
forms. Hereonthe suggestion: It denies the group of the corporeal and 
the incorporeal forms,—we reply: The text: 'Notso, not so” "denies" 
Brahman's so-muchness, resulting from His connection with those 
corporeal and incorporeal forms which have been mentioned 
previously. The word “for” shows that no things, sentient and non- 
sentient, are capable of being denied—things which, on account of 
having Brahman for their soul, are His forms, as established by 
hundreds of scriptural passages, such as: “There are, verily, two 
forms of Brahman, the corporeal and the incorporeal" (Brh. 2.3.1), 
“Everything has that for its soul” (Chand. 6.8.7; 6.9.4, etc.), “All 
this, verily, is Brahman” (Chand. 3.14.1), “By proving the enjoyer, 
the object enjoyed and the Mover, all has been said. This is the three- 
fold Brahman” (Svet. 1.12) and soon. The phrase: “And after that 
speaks once more” shows that Brahman is not limited by so-muchness. 
That is, "after that” or after denying the so-muchness of Brahman, 
“once more", i.e. again, the concluding portion of the text "speaks" 
of Brahman as not limited by so-muchness. 

Or else (an alternative explanation): the concluding portion of the 
text speaks of something more than the previously mentioned corporeal 
and incorporeal forms thus: "For there is nothing higher than it, 
hence (it is called) ‘not so’. ‘‘ Now (its) name is ‘the real of the real’. 


p 


1 Vide Brh. 2.3.2.3. 2 Vide Brh. 2.3.0. 
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The vital-breaths, verily, are real. It is their real” (Brh. 2.3.6). 
Its meaning is as follows: It is not to be said that the real nature of 
Brahman is not other ‘ than it’, i.e. than what has been mentioned 
above. Brahman is higher than it, unlimited by so-muchness, 
without an equal or a superior. There is also a ‘name’ for 
Brahman, the highest of all. The same text states it thus: 
‘the real of the real’. Anticipating the enquiry: The real of which 
reals? the text says: ‘The vital-breaths, verily, are real; it is their 
real’. ‘The vital breaths’ are the individual souls having the vital- 
breaths, and they do not, like the ether and the rest, undergo any 
change of nature at the time of creation, hence they are ‘real’. Just 
as the Vedas, though eternal, arise from Brahman, in accordance 
with the maxim of a person who was asleep but has arisen now,! 
He being the cause of all,—so the individual souls, too, being under the 
influence of karmas, come to have births, etc., i.e. undergo changes 
in the form of contraction or expansion of their knowledge. But the 
Supreme Brahman is not subject to any such changes. For this 
reason, and also because He is the whole, He is the real of them too,— 
this is the sense. For this very reason, Scripture says: “The eternal 
among the eternal, the conscious among the conscious" (Katha. 5.13; 


Svet. 6.13). 
COMPARISON 


Samkara 


Interpretation diametrically opposed: The question is, what 
exactly is denied by the text “Not so, not so". Does it deny the two 
forms of Brahman merely, or also Brahman Himself possessing those 
forms? It maybe suggested: As none among these is specially men- 
tioned as the object of negation here, so both these are negated. The 
term ‘not so’ is repeated twice, which also seems to imply that there 
are two objects of negation, the universe and Brahman. Or, Brahman 
alone is negatived here, since it being beyond the eyes and the mind, 
may very well be non-existent. 

The answer to this view is as follows: The two-fold negation of 
the forms of Brahman and Brahman Himself is not possible. Negation 
implies something positive and existent on the basis of which the 
thing is set at naught, e.g. the snake is denied to be in the rope and so 
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1 Vide V.K. 1.3.28. 
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on. Hence absolute and universal negation is impossible and meaning- 
less. Therefore, Brahman cannot be negatived. As such the text 
“Not so, not so” denies only the two previously mentioned corporeal 
and incorporeal forms of Brahman and thereby depicts the real nature 
of Brahman, viz. His absolute freedom from all differences. If 
it be said: Why should Scripture first designate these forms and then 
deny them ?—the answer is that Scripture never actually proves that 
Brahman possesses these forms, but simply mentions them as the views 
of the ignorant for the purpose of showing their hollowness later on. 
Moreover, the repetition of the words ‘not so’ simply refers to the two 
forms separately. Thus according to Samkara, there are two alter- 
native explanations of the sütra: 


(1) Having first designated Brahman as “Not so, not so”, the 
text goes on to say once more: “There is nothing higher 
than it, hence (it is called) ‘Not so’ ”. 

(2) (Or) there is no better designation of Brahman's real 
nature than the text: “Not so"; and the text declares 
something more, viz. the name of Brahman.! 


Ramanuja 
Interpretation same, but he does not begin a new adhikarana 
here, but continues the same adhikarana up to sütra 25. 


Bhaskara 


He also does not begin a new adhikarana here, but continues the 
same topic of the meditation on Brahman in His aspect of non- 
difference, as pure existence and consciousness. According to Him 
in the text: “Not so, not so’’, the first ‘not so’ denies the corporeal 
and the incorporeal forms of Brahman, i.c. His form as the elements; 
while the second ' not so’ denies His Vasana-maya form, i.e. His form 
as the individual soul. Thus this text designates the pure, non- 
differenced form of Brahman, but by no means proves the non-existence 
of the world. Hence the sütra: (“The text) denies the so-muchness 
of the topic of discussion (viz. Brahman) after that speaks (of Brah- 
man) once more (as the Highest Being) ”.2 
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1 S.B. 3.2.22, pp. 737 ff. ? ph. B. 3.2 23, p. 169. 


(st. 3. 2. 23-24. 
ADH. 6.] VEDANTA-PARIJATA-SAURABHA 545 


SOTRA 23 


“THAT (viz. BRAHMAN IS) UNMANIFEST, FOR SCRIPTURE STATES. 


3) 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The scriptural text: “He is not apprehended by the eye, nor by 
speech" (Mund. 3.1.81) and so on, states that Brahman is ''Un- 
manifest "'. 

Vedànta-kaustubha 

The author points out that Brahman, immanent in the corporeal 
and the rest, yet transcendent, is not apprehended by the ordinary 
8ensce-organs. 

“That,” i.e. Brahman, is " Unmanifest’’, “for” Scripture “states” : 
“His form is not present to vision, no one whosoever sees Him with 
the eye" (Katha. 6.9; Svet. 4.20), *He is not apprehended by the eye, 
nor by speech " (Mund. 3.1.8) and so on. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


Like Nimbàrka, he also holds that Brahman is not perceivable 
by the ordinary sense-organs; although unlike Nimb&rka he holds 
here, as before, that Brahman has no corporeal and incorporeal 
forms.? 

Baladeva 


He takes it to be forming an adhikarana by itself. 


SÜTRA 24 


“AND (BRAHMAN IS REVEALED) IN PERFECT MEDITATION, ON 
ACCOUNT OF PERCEPTION (I.E. SORIPTURE) AND INFERENOE (LE. 
(SMRTI).” 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 
But Brahman is revealed in loving devotion, i.e. in meditation, 
in accordance with the following scriptural and Smrti texts, viz. 
“He, with his nature purified through the clarification of the 
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1 § R, Bh, Sk, B. 2 $.B. 3.2.23, p. 741. 
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knowledge of Brahman, perceives, meditating, him who is without 
parts" (Mund. 3.1.81), '"But through exclusive devotion, I may 
be known thus, O Arjuna, and perceived in truth, and entered, O 
conqueror of enemies!” ' (Gita 11.54 2). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Apprehending the objection, viz. This view, surely, is inconsistent 
with texts like: ‘“O, the self is to be seen’’’ (Brh. 2.4.5; 4.5.6) and 
so on, the author points out that if an earnest effort be made by 
virtuous men who follow Scripture and are desirous of a direct vision 
of Him, then He becomes manifest to them. 

The word “and” implies possibility. Brahman becomes manifest 
"in perfect meditation”, i.e. in loving devotion or meditation. And 
this is known “from perception and inference", i.e. from Scripture 
and Smrti. Compare scriptural texts like: “He is attainable only 
by him whom he chooses. To him he reveals his own person" 
(Katha. 2.23; Mund. 3.2.3), “He, with his nature purified through 
the clarification of the knowledge of Brahman, perceives, meditating, 
him who is without parts" (Mund. 3.1.8); and Smrti texts like: 
* But through exclusive devotion, I may be known thus, O Arjuna, 
and perceived in truth, and entered, O conqueror of enemies!" 
(Gità 11.54). “He whom the Yogins 3,—sleepless, with subdued 
breath, with contented minds, with restrained sense-organs,—see as 
light, obeisance to Him, whose self is Yoga" (Maha. 12.1642 4), 
“The Yogins see him, the lord, the eternal" and so on. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


Reading slightly different, viz. he adds a “ca” after “api’’.6 
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1 §, R, Bh, 8k, B. 

2 R, B. 

3 A Yufijina is a Brahmin, one who by religious exercise called Yoga 
endeavours to obtain union with the Lord. 

4 P. 423, lines 18-19, vol. 3, Asiatic Society ed. This edition and the 
Vangavasi ed. (p. 1420, col. 2, line 5) read "samttvasthah" and "sattvasthàüh ” 
respectively in place of “samtustah’’. 

5 S.B. 3.2.24, p. 741. 
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Baladeva 


He takes this sūtra too as forming an adhikarana by itself. 
Interpretation same. 


SOTRA 25 


“AND AS IN THE CASE OF LIGHT AND THE REST, (THERE IS) NON- 
DIFFERENCE (I.E. THE CASE OF DRAHMAN IS SIMILAR TO THE CASE 
OF LIGHT AND THE REST), AND (BRAHMAN’S) MANIFESTATION 
(TAKES PLACE) THROUGH REPETITION WITH REGARD TO ACT (I.E. 
THE MEANS)." 

Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Just as there is manifestation of the sun, fire and the like through 
the repetition of the means resorted to by those who long for them, so 
there is “non-difference’’ in the case of Brahman too, i.e. there is 
"manifestation" of Brahman.! The sense is that the direct vision 
of Brahman results from the incessant repetition of the sddhanas or 
the means consisting in perfect meditation. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. To say that Brahman becomes manifest 
in perfect meditation only does not stand to reason ; for why should 
not everyone equally see Brahman who is the soul of all and all- 
pervading ?—the author replies: 

The light of the sun is within the reach of all, yet the sun mani- 
fests itself “through the repetition with regard to act", i.e. through 
the repeated mutterings of sacred formule and so on by Kunti, 
Yudisthira and the like; the fire is within the reach of all, yet it 
manifests itself through the repetition with regard to act”, i.e. through 
the repeated churning and the like by the twice-born; and gold is 
available only “through the repetition with regard to act”, i.o. through 
repeated searching and so on. The case of Brahman too is “ non- 
different " or similar. That is, Brahman, though available by all, 
manifests Himself to thoso alone who are desirous of salvation and 
meditate on Him incessantly. 
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1 The last portion of the sentence: ‘‘ Brahma-prakaégo bhavati”’ is omitted 
by C.S.S. ed., p. 55. 
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COMPARISON 
Samkara 


Interpretation absolutely different, viz. “And as in the case of 
light and the rest, there is non-difference (between Brahman and the 
individual soul), and the light (viz. Brahman) (appears manifold) 
in work (i.c. through its connection with the limiting adjuncts), on 
account of repetition (ie. the repeated declaration of Scripture)”. 
That is, in the preceding sütra it has been pointed out that Brahman 
manifests itself in profound meditation. This seems to suggest that 
there is a difference between Brahman, the object worshipped, and 
the individual soul, the worshipper. This sütra controverts the sug- 
gestion by pointing out that just as the rays of the sun appear crooked, 
straight and so on in accordance with the shape and position of the 
fingers and the like through which they are passing, but the real sun 
remains what it is, so Brahman appears dual through the limiting 
adjunct of meditation and so on, but is really one and without a second. 
That is, for the purpose of meditation, a distinction is made between 
Brahman and the individual soul, but there is no real difference betweon 
them.! 

Ramanuja 

This is sütra 24 in his commentary. 

Interpretation different. Here he continues the problem, viz. 
What is exactly denied by the text: “Not so, not so" (Brh. 2.3.6). 
The sūtra means, according to him: “Like light (i.e. knowledge) and 
go on, there is non-difference, (i.e. just as knowledge, bliss and the 
like constitute the very nature of Brahman, so do His corporeal and 
incorporeal forms), and (just as) light (i.e. knowledge) (and bliss and 
the like are known to be constituting the very nature of Brahman) 
from the repetition with regard to act, (i.e. from the repeated practice 
of devout meditation), (so are His corporeal and incorporeal forms)". 
That is, Vàmadeva and others, who obtained a direct vision of the Lord, 
perceived Him as knowledge and bliss and so on, just as they perceived 
Him also as possessed of the corporealand incorporeal forms. And, just 
as Vàniadeva and others perceived Him as knowledge and bliss and so 
on through the repeated practice of meditation, so they perceived Him 
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as possessed of the corporeal and the incorporeal forms through the 
repeated practice of meditation. Hence the above text: “Not so, not 
so” denies only the so-muchness of Brahman, but not His corporeal 


and incorporeal forms.! 
Bhaskara 


This is sütra 26 in his commentary. He interprets the first 
portion of the sütra like Samkara, the last portion like Nimbarka ; 
although he gives two alternative interpretations of the word "'kar- 
mani": “(If it be said that the Highest Self being unmanifest, beyond 
the senses and obtainable through meditation only, must be different 
from the individual soul,—we reply:) Like light and the rest, there 
is non-difference also (between Brahman and the individual soul), 
and the manifestation (of Brahman, which brings about this non- 
difference, arises) from the repetition (i.e. the repetition of meditation) 
with regard to act (i.e. with regard to the object to be worshipped, viz. 
Brahman). (Or an alternative explanation:) from the repetition with 
regard to act (i.e. with regard to meditation)''.? 


Srikantha 


This is sūtra 24 in his commentary. Interpretation different. 

“And as in the case of light (viz. knowledge) and so on (there is) 
non-difference, and the manifestation (of Brahman takes place) 
through the repetition with regard to act, (ie. those who attain a 
direct vision of the Lord, come to have lordship and tho rest like Him, 
just as they come to have knowledge, bliss and the rest like Him,— 
there is no difference between their attaining knowledge, bliss and the 
rest like the Lord and attaining lordship and so on like Him)."' 3 


Baladeva 


He breaks this sūtra into two different sütras thus: “ Prakasgadi- 
vac ca vaisasyat”’ (sūtra 25), “Prakāśaś ca karmany abhyāsāt” 
(sütra 26). Interpretation of the first portion entirely different. 

Sutra 25.—Here the word “na” is to be supplied, according to 
Him, from sūtra 19. Hence the sutra: “ And (the Lord is) not like 
light (i.e. fire) and the rest, for (there are) no (such) distinctions (in 
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1 Sri. B. 3.2.24, p. 238, Part 2. 
3 Bh. B. 3.2.26 (written as 3.2.25), pp. 169-170. 
3 Sk. B. 3.2.24, pp. 257-258, Part 9. 
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Him)”. That is, fire has two states, subtle and gross, and it 1s 
unmanifest in its subtle state, but becomes manifest in its gross state. 
Such is not the case with the Lord, i.e. it is not that the Lord is un- 
manifest in His subt!^ state, but becomes manifest in His gross state,— 
for, in Him there is no such distinction of subtle and gross. Hence 
the manifestation of the Lord does not depend on any such states, 
but on the love and devotion of the devotce.! 

Sütra 26.—''And (if it be objected that it is by no means a 
universal rule that whoever loves God sees Him, we reply:) the mani- 
festation (of the Lord to the devotee is brought about) through the 
repetition with regard to act (i.c. through the repeated practice of 
meditation)." "That is, mere iove is of no avail, but the constant 
repetition of the acts of meditation, etc. is necessary.? 


SÜTRA 26 


“HENCE (THE INDIVIDUAL SOUL ATTAINS SIMILARITY) WITH THE 
INFINITE, FOR THUS (IS) THE INDICATION." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


When the individual soul directly intuits Brahman, it becomes 
similar to Him, in accordance with the text “When the seer sees the 
golden-coloured creator, the Lord, the Person, the source of Brahma, 
then the wise men, having discarded merit and demerit attains the 
highest equality " (Mund. 3.1.3 3). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Incidentally, the author is indicating the fruit of the direct 
vision of Brahman. 

“Hence,” ie. through the manifestation or the direct vision of 
Brahman, the individual soul becomes similar to the Infinite, i.e. to 
Brahman, the Highest Person, “for thus (is) the indication", 
i.e. because there is a text intimating this, viz. "When the seer sees 
the golden-coloured creator, the Lord, the Person, the source of 
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1 G.B. 3.2.25, p. 80, Chap. 3. 
2 Op. cit., 3.2.26, p. 81, Chap. 3. 
? Not quoted by others. 
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Brahma, then the wise man, having discarded merit and demerit, 
attains the highest eqnality’’ (Mund. 3.1.1.3). , 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 
This is sütra 27 in Bhaskara’s commentary. 
different, viz. “Hence (i.e. because the distinction between Brahman 
and the individual soul is due to nescience, while the absolute oneness 
of Brahman is the ultimate truth), (the individual soul can get rid 
of nescience and become one) with the Infinite (i.e. Brahman), for this 


(is) the indication "'.! 


Interpretation 


Ramanuja 

This is stitra 25 in his commentary. Interpretation different, 
viz. “Hence (i.e. on account of the above reasons), (it is proved that 
Brahman is qualified) by infinite (auspicious qualities), for thus (i.e. 
this being so), the mark (i.e. the two-fold characteristics of -Brahman) 
(is established)".2 According to Ràmànuja, the section about the 
two-fold characteristics of Brahman ends here, while according to 
Nimbàrka, as we have seen, it ends with sūtra 21. 


Srikantha 


This is sūtra 25 in his commentary. Interpretation different, — 
very similar to that of Ràmànuja: “Hence (i.e. because the devotees 
of Brahman, who have attained similarity with Him, are endowed 
with knowledge, bliss, supreme lordship and the like), (it is proved 
that Brahman has connection) with infinite (auspicious qualities) for 
thus (ie. this being so), the mark (i.e. two-fold characteristics of 


Brahman) (is established) ’’.8 


Baladeva 


This is sütra 27 in his commentary. Interpretation different, 
viz. “Hence (the direct vision of the Lord is possible) through (the 
grace of) the Infinite (viz. Brahman) for thus (is) the indication". 
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1 S.B. 3.2.26, p. 743; Bh. B. 3.2.27 (written as 3.2.26), p. 170. 
2 Sri. B. 3.2.25, p. 238, Part 2. 
8 Sk. B. 3.2.25, p. 258, Part 9. 
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That is, the Lord, though invisible, yet makes Himself visible to His 
devotees through His mysterious power or grace. 


SÜTRA 27 


" BUT ON ACCOUNT OF THE DESIGNATION OF BOTH, LIKE THE CASE 
OF THE SERPENT AND THE COIL.” 


Vedanta-p4arijata-saurabha 


The view that the corporeal and the incorporeal are never negated 
by Scripture is being confirmed here. The universe, consisting of the 
corporeal and the incorporeal, abides in its own cause, viz. Brahman, 
in a relation of difference-non-difference, on account of the designa- 
tion of both difference and non-difference, “like the case of the serpent 
and the coil". 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been pointed out that the entire expanse of the universo, 
consisting of the corporeal and the incorporeal, mentioned in Scrip- 
ture as the effect and form of Brahman, cannot be the object of the 
denial: “Not so, not so" (Brh. 2.3.6); and also that Brahman, being 
transcendent, is faultless. With a view to confirming this, the 
reverend author of the aphorisms states his own conclusion, expound- 
ing the meaning of all Scriptures, viz. that the universe, the effect, 
stands in a relation of difference-non-difference to Brahman, the 
cause. 

In spite of their difference from Brahman, the whole groups of 
effects, like the corporeal and the incorporeal and so on, are non- 
different from Him. Why? ‘On account of the designation of both, "' 
i.e. on account of the designation of difference and non-difference. 
Compare the following texts designating difference: “From whom, 
verily, these beings arise” (Tait. 3.1), “He who abiding within the 
earth" (Brh. 3.7.3) and so on; and the text designating non-difference: 
“ All this, verily, is Brahman” (Chand. 3.14.1) and so on. 

Here the author states a parallel instance: ‘‘ Like the serpent and 
the coil". In all cases, the parallel instances are to be understood 


1 G.B. 3.2.27, p. 82. Chap. 3. 


(sO. 3. 2. 27. 
ADH. 6.] VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA 553 


as referring to the relevant portion only.! The serpent, having the 
form of a rope and the material constituting the coil, is the cause; 
and analogous to it is Brahman, endowed with all powers, and the 
one non-different efficient and material cause of the world. The coil, 
having the form of a bracelet, is the effect; and analogous to it is 
the Universe, consisting of the corporeal and the incorporeal, the 
effect. Among these, the coil is dependent on another, something to 
be pervaded and an effect; while in contrast to it, the serpent is 
self-dependent, the pervader and the cause. Hence there is a 
difference between the two. And, since the coil has no existence 
and activity apart from the serpent, it is non-different as well from the 
serpent. In the same way, the Universe, the effect of Brahman who 
is possessed of the powers of the sentient and the non-sentient, is both 
different and non-different from Brahman, the cause. There is a multi- 
tude of scriptural texts in conformity with the aphorisms, viz. “Two 
birds, close friends” (Rg. V. 1.164.202; Mund. 31.1; Svet. 4.6), “Think- 
ing the Mover and the soul to be separate” (Svet. 1.6), “And all this, 
verily, is Brahman” (Chand. 3.14.1), “All this has that for its soul" 
(Chand. 6.8.6, etc.), “Brahman alone is all this” (Nr. Ut. 7), ** The soul 
alone is all this” (Chand. 7.26.1) and so on. The sense is that there 
can be no negation of the corporeal and the incorporeal, because they 
have Brahman for their soul. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


This is sütra,28 in Bhaskara’s commentary. 

They take this sütra as stating a prima facie view regarding the 
relation between Brahman and the individual soul, 1.e. how to reconcile 
the texts designating difference and those designating non-difference. 
Hence the sūtra: "But on account of the designation of both (i.e. 
because in Scripture we meet with two kinds of texts, one designating 
difference, the other non-difference), (the individual soul is both 
different and non-different from Brahman), like the serpent and the 
coil”. "That is, the snake is one as a whole, yet is different, as having 
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1 As ghown under V.K. 3.2.20-21. 
2 P. 146, line 1. 
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different postures, viz. coil, the erect hood and so on. Similarly 
Brahman is one, but is different as soul, matter and so on.! 


Ramanuja and Srikantha 


This is sūtra 26 in their commentaries. Ramanuja begins a new 
adhikarana here. Interpretation different. They too take this 
sütra as stating a prima facie view regarding the relation between 
the non-sentient (i.e. the acit) and Brahman, and interpret it to mean 
that the non-sentient is but a particular state (samsthàna-vi$esa) 
of Brahman, just as the coil is of the serpent.? 


Baladeva 


This is sütra 28 in his commentary. He begins à new adhikarana 
here, concerned with an entirely different topic, viz. the identity 
between the Lord and His attributes (four sütras). Hence the sütra: 
“But on account of the designation of both, (the Lord is both bliss 
and blissful and so on), like the serpent and the coil". That is, the 
Lord is essentially intelligence and bliss, yet possesses these as His 
attributes, just as the serpent is nothing bnt the coil, yet possesses 
it as its attribute.? 


SÜTRA 28 


"OR LIKE LIGHT AND (ITS) SUBSTRATUM, ON ACCOUNT OF BEING 


LIGHT." 
Vedànta-parijata-saurabha 


There is such a relation (of difference-non-difference) between 
the individual soul and the Highest Person as well,—on account of 
the designation of both,—as between light and its substratum. 
Hence, it is not to be supposed that there is an absolute non-difference 
(between the two) on the ground of the aphorism: * Hence with the 
infinite" (Br. Si. 3.2.26), —this is the sense. 


1 S.B. 3.2.27, p. 743; Bh. B. 3.2.28 (written as 3.2.27), p. 170. 
? Sri. B. 3.2.26, pp. 245-246, Part 2; Sk. B. 3.2.26, pp. 258-259, Part 9. 
3 G.B. 3.2.28, p. 85, Chap. 3. 
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Vedānta- kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. There may be a rełation of difference and 
non-difference between the non-sentient and Brahman, but there is 
no such relation between Him and the individual soul, since in 
accordance with the aphorism: “Hence with the infinite, for thus 
(is) the indication” (Br. Su. 3.2.26), the individual soul attains 
equality with the Infinite, and as such it appears that there is an 
absolute non-difference between the two,—the author replies: 

The phrase: ‘on account of the designation of both’ is to be 
supplied. The word “or” is meant for disposing of the objection. 
There is no absolute non-differenco between the two, on account of 
the designation of a natural difference between the two. On account 
of the designation of a natural difference in the passages: “When 
the seer sces the golden-coloured creator, the Lord, the Person, the 
source of Brahmà"' (Mund. 3.1.3; Maitri 6.18), “But then he meditating 
perceives him who is without parts" (Mund. 3.1.8), “The knower of 
Brahman attains the Highest” (Tait. 2.1), “He obtains the Person, 
higher than the high, celestial" (Mund. 3.2.8), * Non-knowing, a 
beast (as it were), and not the Lord", "He who is omniscient, all- 
knowing" (Mund. 1.1.9; 2.2.7), “Those who abiding the midst of 
ignorance" (Katha 2.5; Mund. 1.2.8), “This soul is free from sins, 
having true desires, having true resolves" (Chànd. 8.1.5; 8.7.1, 3; 
Maitri 7.7), "He who abiding in the soul" (Sat. Br. 14.6.7.30 1) 
and so on; and on account of the scriptural statement of a natural 
non-difference in the passages: “That thou art’’ (Chand. 6.8.6, eto.), 
“Tam Brahman” (Brh. 1.4.10), “This soulis Brahman” (Brh. 2.5.19) 
and so on, there is a relation of natural difference-non-difference 
between the soul and Brahman. 

The author states a parallel instance: “Like light and (its) sub- 
stratum". “Light” is the ray of the sun and the like. There is. 
a natural relation of difference and non.difference between light and 
its substratum, since the former has no separate existence apart from 
the latter. In answer to the objection: Why is there such an insistence 
on the non-difference between those two absolutely different objects ? 
the author states here another reason: “On account of being light’’. 
There is non-difference between light and its substratum also because 
both are equally light; and like that, there is a natural relation of 


1 P. 1074, line 18. 
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difference and non-difference between the individual soul, the part 
and the whole (viz. Brahman),—this is the sense. Under the 
aphorism: “A part, on account of the designation of variety, and 
otherwise also" (Br. Su. 2.3.42) the relation between the individual 
soul and the Highest soul has been discussed for the sake of removing 
the conflict between the two classes of texts; but here it is stated 
once more for refuting the view of the logicians and the rest who 
hold that there is an absolute non-difference between the individual 
soul and Brahman—this is the distinction. 


COMPARISON. 
Samkara and Bhaskara 
This is sütra 29 in Bhaskara’s commentary. They take this 
sūtra too as stating another prima facie view regarding the relation 
between Brahman and the individual soul. Hence the sütra means: 


just as the sun and its rays are identical, both being light, yet thev 
wre taken to be different, so also Brahman and the individual soul.! 


Rāmānuja and Srikantha 
This is sütra 27 in their commentaries. They too take this sütra 
as laying down another prima facie view regarding the relation between 
the non-sentient and Brahman. This prima facie view, Rámànuja 
points out, criticizes the preceding prima facie view by pointing out 
that if the non-sentient world be a state of Brahman, as the coil is 
of the snake, then it will become identical with Him, secing that the 
coil is after all nothing but the snake itself. Hence the correct. view 
is that the world is related to Brahman just as the ray is to the sun, 
i.e. is His form (rüpa) and is different from Him.? 


Baladeva 


This is sütra 29 in his commentary. He continues the topic of 
the identity between Brahman and His attributes, illustrating it by 
a second example. Hence the sütra means: “Just as the sun is 
essentially light, yet a substratum of light, so Brahman is essentially 
knowledge, yet the substratum of knowledge (i.e. a knower)’’.3 
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1 S.B. 3 2.28, pp. 743-744; Bh. B. 3.2.29 (written as 3.2.28), p. 170. 
2 Sri. B. 3.2.27, p. 246, Part 2: Sk. B. 3.2.27. p. 259, Part 9. 
3 G.B. 3.2.29. p. 86, Chap. 3. 
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SOTRA 29 


* OR AS BEFORE." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Objections, like the consequence of entire (transformation) and 
tho rest, have been refuted ** before "".! 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. If the universe be à particular state of Brah- 
man, as the coll is of the serpent, then there results a mass of objec- 
tions like the consequence of entire (transformation of Brahman), 
the contradiction of scriptural texts and so on,—(the author) replies: 

The word “or” is meant for refuting the objection. There 
can be no objection whatsoever “as before” ; i.e. the above objections 
have already been refuted under the aphorism: “But on account 
of Scripture, on account of being based on word” (Br. St. 2.1.25). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


This is sütra 30 in the commentary of Samkara. They take it 
as stating the correct conclusion as against the above two prima facie 
views regarding the relation between Brahman and the individual 
soul. Hence the sūtra means: The relation between the two is to be 
understood as before, i.c. as stated under the sūtra 3.2.25 (sutra 
3.2.26 in Bhaskara’s commentary), viz. the relation between light and 
its limiting adjuncts, like fingers, etc.? 


Ramanuja and Srikantha 


This is sütra 28 in their commentaries. They too take it as stating | 
the correct conclusion as against the above two prima facie views 
regarding the relation between the non-sentient and Brahman. They 
point out that both the above alternatives lead Brahman Himself 
to partake of the faults of the non-sentient world. Hence the correct 
view of the relation between the two is the same as that mentioned 
before under sütras 2.3.42 and 2.3.45, in connection with the 

1 Vide Br. St. 2.1.25. 

2 S.B. 3.2.29, p. 744; Bh. B. 3.2.30 (written as 3.2.29), p. 170. 
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discussion of the relation between the sentient and Brahman, i.e. an 
attribute-substance relation. That is, just as it has been shown that 
the individual soul is a part and an attribute of Brahman and as such 
different from Him, so exactly is matter too.! 


Baladeva 


This is sutra 30 in his commentary. He continues the topic of 
the identity between the Lord and His attributes, illustrating it by 
a third example, viz. Brahman is both bliss and blissful, knowledge 
and knower and so on, just as the one, indivisible time is said to be 
prior and posterior. Baladeva points ont that of these three illus- 
trations, viz. the serpent and its coil, the sun and its rays, and time, 
each of succeeding one is meant for finer and subtler intellect.? 


SOTRA 30 


‘ÅND ON ACCOUNT OF NEGATION.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


* And on account of the negation,” viz. “He is not smeared with 
the misery of the world" (Katha 5.1), Brahman, the topic of dis- 
cussion, does not possess any imperfections. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Moreover, although Brahman, as abiding within all, and being 
the cause of all, has everything as His form, yet He has no connection 
with imperfections, “also on account of the negation” of imperfec- 
tions, celebrated in Scripture thus: “Just as the sun, the eye of the 
whole world, is not smeared with the external faults of the eyes, so 
the one inner soul of all beings is not smeared with the misery of the 
world, being external (to it)" (Katha 5.11). “Just as the one air, 
entered in the world, corresponds in form to every form, so the 
one inner soul of all beings corresponds in form to every form, 
and is (yet) external (to it)" (Katha 5.10) and so on. Hence 
it is established that Brahman, having everything as His form, is 
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1 Sri. B. 3.2.28, pp. 246-247, Part 2; Sk. B. 3.2.28, p. 259, Part 9. 
? Not quoted by others. 
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untouched by every fault, is an abode of a mass of auspicious attri- 
butes and is the highest of all. 


Here ends the section entitled “The so-muchness resulting from 
what has been previously declared" (6). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


This is sütra 31 in Bhaskara’s commentary. Interpretation 
different, viz. “And on account of the denial (of a reality besides 
Brahman, non-difference is the ultimate truth) "'.! 


Ramanuja and Srikantha 


This is sütra 29 in their commentaries. Interpretation different, 
viz. On account of the denial (of the attributes of the non-sentient ? 
on the part of Brahman, they stand in the relation of attribute and 


substance) ''.3 
Baladeva 


This is sutra 31 in his commentary. He concludes the topic of 
the identity between Brahman and His attributes thus: “On account 
of the prohibition (by Scripture of any difference between Brahman 
and His attributes, they are never to be taken as different) "'.* 

To sum up: Sütras 27-50 are interpreted in four different ways 
thus:— | 

(1) According to Nimbàrka, sūtra 27 states the relation between 
Brahman and the non-sentient; sütra 28 states the relation between 
Brahman and the sentient; and sütras 29-30 state that Brahman's. 
having the corporeal and incorporeal forms gives rise to no objections. 

(2) According to Samkara and Bhaskara, sütras 27-28 state two 
prima, facie views regarding the relation between Brahman and the 
sentient; and sütras 29-30 state the right conclusion. 


1 S.B. 3.2.30, p. 744; Bh. B. 3.2.31 (written as 3.2.30), p. 171. 

2 Srikantha adds the sentient too. 

3 Sri. B. 3.2.29, p. 247, Part 2; Sk. B. 3.2.29, pp. 259-260, Part 9. 
4 G.B. 3.2.31, p. 88, Chap. 3. 
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(3) According to Ràmànuja and Srikantha, sütras 27-28 state 
two prima facie views regarding the relation between Brahman and the 
non-sentient; and sütras 29-30 state the right conclusion. 

(4) According to Baladeva, all these four sütras show the identity 
between Brahman and His attributes. 


Adhikarana 7: The section entitled “The 
Highest". (Sütras 31—37) 


PRIMA FACIE VIEW (Sütra 31) 
SÜTRA 31 


“ (THERE IS SOME ONE) HIGHER THAN THIS (VIZ. BRAHMAN), ON 
ACCOUNT OF THE DESIGNATIONS OF BRIDGE, MEASURE, CONNECTION 
AND DIFFERENCE.” 


Vedanta- parijata-saurabha 


The prima facie objector says: “Than this", i.e. than Brahman, 
the topic of discussion, there is a reality still "higher", on account 
of the designation of connection, viz. “Now the soul that is a bridge " 
(Chànd. 8.4.11) and on aecount of the designation of difference, viz. 
“By hin... .. sss 2 all this is filled" (Svet. 3.93), “ That which 
is beyond that is without form, without disease ” (Svet. 3.10 4). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been pointed out above that Brahman is the cause of all, 
omnipotent, untouched by faults at times, an abode of a mass 
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1 $, R, Bh, Sk, B. 

2 The word “ purusena ” omitted. 

3 R. 

Qi R. The C.S.S. ed., p. 56 has a more detailed reading which is translated 
below :— 

On account of the designation of a bridge, viz. "Now the soul that is a 
bridge” (Chand. 7.4.1); on account of the designation of measure, viz. ‘Brahman 
has four feet ” (Chand. 3.18.2), “Having sixteen parts” (Praéna 6.1); on account 
of the designation of connection, viz. ‘This is the bridgo of immortality " (Mund. 
2.2.5); and on account of the designation of difference, viz. “By him, by the 


Person, all this is filled (Svet. 3.9), “That which is beyond that is without 
form, without disease "" (Svet. 3.10). 


fs0. 3. 2. 31. 
ADH. 7.] VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA 561 


of eternal, infinitc, auspicious qualities, unlimited by so-muchness and 
different and non-different from all. Now, it is being shown that He 
is not excelled by anything, and this will go to confirm the view that 
He is not limited by so-muchness. With regard to it, the doubt 
being whether Brahman is surpassable or unsurpassable, the author 
states the prima facie view: 

“ Than this," ie. than Brahman, omnipotent, the cause of all, 
there is a still “higher” reality. Hence Brahman is surpassable. 
Why? “On account of the designations of bridge, measure, connection 
and difference." Thus the Supreme Brahman is designated as a bridge: 
* Now that which is the soul is a bridge" (Chànd. 8.4.1). From this 
designation it is known that there is a reality,—analogous to a rare 
object in another island,—which is to be reached and which is higher 
than Brahman, analogous to a bridge. Moreover, from the text: 
^ Having crossed that bridge, one who is blind becomes non-blind ” 
(Chand. 8.4.2) too, it is ascertained that like a bridge, Brahman is only 
something to be crossed; while the object to be attained is something 
other and higher than Brahman. Further, there are designations of 
measure, viz. “ Brahman has four feet" (Chand. 3.18.2), “ Having 
sixteen parts" (Prasna 6.1), i.e. the Supreme Brahman is designated as 
something limited. These designations clearly indicate the existence 
of an immeasurable object to be attained by the bridge. And 
from the designation of connection too, viz. “This is the bridge of 
immortality ” (Mund. 2.2.25), it is known that there is someone higher 
than Brahman. Finally, there are designations of difference, viz. 
* By him, by this Person, all this is filed” (Svet. 3.9), “That which 
is beyond that is without part and without disease ” (Svet. 3.10), i.e. 
there is another reality which is beyond Brahman, denoted by the term 
‘person’. Thus, it is established that there is a reality higher than 
even the Highest Brahman,—this is the prima facie view. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 
According to them the word “param” does not mean something 


higher, but something different (anya-tattvam).1 They too take 
this to be stating the prima facie view. 


Pl 
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1 $.B. 3.2.31, p. 745; Bh. B. 3.2.32 (written as 3.2.31), p. 171. 
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Baladeva 


This is sütra 32 in his commentary. He, too, begins a new 
adhikarana here, but concerned with an entirely different topic, viz. 
that the bliss of the Lord is the highest (three sutras). Accordingly, 
he does not take this sütra as stating a prima facie view, but simply 
as stating the correct conclusion. Hence the sūtra: ‘(The bliss of 
Brahman is) higher than this (viz. worldly bliss), on account of the 
designation of bridge, immeasurableness, relation and difference ". 
That is, the bliss of Brahman is infinitely higher than the bliss of the 
individual soul, for the text about the bridge (Chànd. 8.4.1) shows 
that Brahman, the bliss, is the support of the entire world. Further, 
the bliss of the Lord is said to be immeasurable (Tait. 2.4). Also, 
the relation between the bliss of the Lord and human bliss is declared 
io be that between infinity and one (Brh. 4.3.22). Finally, the 
difference between the bliss of the Lord and human bliss is declared. 
All these go to prove that the bliss of the Lord is the highest. 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (Sūtras 32-37) 
SÜTRA 32 


“BUT ON ACCOUNT OF RESEMBLANCE.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The author states the correct conclusion. 

The term “but” is meant for disposing of the above view. There 
is nothing whatsoever higher than the Universal Lord, the cause of 
the world. The Lord is designated as a bridge only because He is 
similar to the bridge in a certain respect, i.e. He keeps the worlds 
apart. 

Vedanta-kaustubha 


The author states the correct conclusion. 

The word “but” is meant for disposing of the prima facie view. 
It cannot be said that there is something ‘higher than this’, Why? 
On aecount of the following reasons: First, the Lord is designated 
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* G.B. 3.2.32, pp. 90-91, Chap. 3. 
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as a bridge “on account of resemblance", i.e. simply because He is 
similar to the bridge, well-known in ordinary life. Just as in ordinary 
life a bridge adjusts water!, so the Soul too is a bridge as adjusting the 
boundary of the world 2, in accordance with complementary passage: 
“For keeping these worlds apart” (Chand. 8.4.1) In the text: 
“Having crossed the bridge” (Chand. 8.4.2), the word ‘crosses’ means 
‘attains’, as in the statement: ‘He crosses the Vedanta’.3 


Baladeva 


This is sitra 33 in his commentary. He continues the topic of 
the bliss of Brahman. Hence the sūtra: “(If it be objected that 
human bliss cannot be different from the bliss of Brahman, because 
the same word ‘bliss’ is applied to both, just as an object designated 
by the word ‘jar’ cannot be different from another object designated 
by the same term ‘jar’—we reply: the word ‘bliss’ is applied to human 
bliss) on account of generic resemblance ". That is, just as the common 
term 'jar' is applied to all jars irrespective of their individual 
differences, so the common term ' bliss' is applied to human and divine 
bliss, irrespective of the difference between the two.4 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (continued) 
SÜTRA 33 


"(THE DESIGNATION OF MEASURE IS) FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
UNDERSTANDING, AS IN THE CASE OF FEET." 


'Vedànta-pàrijata-saurabha 


The designations of measure are for promoting meditation. It is 
for this reason that Brahman is designated as having feet thus: “Let 
one meditate on the mind as Brahman,—thus with reference to the 
self”? (Chand. 3.18.1 5), “That Brahman has four feet. Speech is one 
foot" (Chànd. 3.18.2 9) and so on. 
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1 I.e. separates one sheet of water from another, and marks the boundaries 
of contiguous fields. 

? [.e. separates one world from another. 

3 Which means that he has attained or mastered the Vedanta. 

* G.B. 3.2.33, p. 91, Chap. 3. 

9 Not quoted by others. 6 R, Sk. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


The designations of measure too are “for the purpose of under- 
standing" or meditation. “As in the case of feet,” i.e. as in the case 
of the designation of the feet of the mind and the rest. Thus, in 
the text: “Let one meditate on the mind as Brahman,—thus with 
reference to the self. That Brahman has four feet. Speech is 
one foot, the vital-breath is one foot, the eye is one foot, the ear 
is one foot" (Chand. 3.18.1-2), the mind, à symbol of Brahman, 
is declared to have feet. In the same manner the fire and the rest 
are described as the feet of the ether (Chand. 3.18.2) for promoting 
meditation, but not for indicating a particular measure or size. 
Similarly, here too Brahman,—who is the cause of the world and 
who is ascertained to be unlimited from the text: "Brahman is 
truth, knowledge, infinite" (Tait. 2.1)—is designated as having four 
feet (Chand. 3.18.2) “for the purpose of understanding" only, but 
this never implies that He is something measured or limited—this 
is the sense. 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sūtra 34 in his commentary. He concludes here the 
section concerned with showing that the bliss of Brahman is the 
highest. Hence the sūtra: “(If it be objected: If the bliss of Brahman 
be different from human bliss, i.e. if Brahman be different from the 
Universe of the senticnt and the non-sentient, then how can the 
teaching in Chand. 3.14.1, viz. that ‘All this, verily, is Brahman’, 
be reasonable ?— we reply: that teaching is) for the purpose of 
Understanding, as in the case of feet”. That is, the whole world is 
said to be Brahman in order to bring about an easy realization 
of Him, just as everything is said to be His foot (Rg. V. 10.90.3) 
for the same reason.! 


See à 


G.B. 3.2.34, pp. 92-93, Chap. 3. 
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CORRECT CONCLUSION (continued) 
SOTRA 34 


"ON ACCOUNT OF THE SPECIALITY OF PLACE, AS IN THE CASE OF 
LIGHT AND SO ON." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The thinking of what is unlimited as limited fits in “on account 
of the speciality of place, as in the case of light and so on”. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. The unlimited can never become limited 
even for promoting meditation ?—the author replies: 

It is possible for Brahman, though Himself unlimited, to become 
limited “on account of the speciality of place", “as in the case of light 
and so on”, i.e. just as light, the ether and the like, though unlimited, 
vet appear to be limited through their connection with windows, 
pots and so on. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


Interpretation different, viz. “(There is nothing besides Brahman) 
on account of the difference of place (i.e. limiting adjunct), as in the 
case of light and so on". "Phat is, Brahman is one, though it appears 
to be many through its connection with limiting adjuncts, just as the 
light of the sun appears to have many shapes through its connection 
With fingers, etc. Hence plurality is not ultimately real.} 


Bhaskara 


This sütra is not found in his commentary. 


Baladeva 


This is sütra 35 in his commentary. He begins a new adhikarana 
here, concerned with showing that the Lord has a variety of manifes- 
tations (two sütras) Hence the sūtra: “(The manifestations of the 
Lord are different), on account of the difference of place (i.e. the 


1 S.B. 3.2.34, p. 748. 
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difference of the devotees to whom He manifests Himself), as in the 
case of light and so on". That is, the Lord, though one, manifests 
Himself in different forms to His devotees, in accordance with the 
difference of their devotions,—those who worship Him; as the Master 
see Him as the Majestic, and those who worship Him as the Beloved, 
see Him as the Sweet,—just as the same light appears different when 
it falls on different parts of a temple and so on.! 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (continued) 
SUTRA 35 


“ON ACCOUNT OF APPROPRIATENESS.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


And “on account of the appropriateness” of the designation of 
a relation, since He Himself leads to His own attainment, there is 
no other reality, higher than Brahman. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been alleged that on account of the designation of a rela- 
tion between the object to be attained and that which causes to attain, 
there is something ‘higher than this’. To this the author replies: 

The Supreme Person causes the attainment of His own self, 
the object to be attained, in accordance with the scriptural text: 
“This soul is not attainable by instruction, nor by intellect, nor by 
much learning. He is attainable only by one whom he chooses. To 
him the soul reveals his own person" (Katha 2.23; Mund. 3.2.3); 
and in accordance with the statement of the Highest Person: ‘ “Fix 
your mind in me, be my devotee, sacrifice to me, bow down to me. 
You shall come to me alone. I promise you truth; you are dear to 
me" ' (Gita 18.65). “On account of the appropriateness,” thus, 
of the designation of the object to be attained and that which causes 
to attain,—to say that there is something “higher than this’ does not 
stand to reason. 


1 G.B. 3.2.35, p. 94, Chap. 3. 


{st. 3. 2. 36. 
ADH. 7.] VEDANTA-PARIJATA-SAURABHA 567 


COMPARISON 
All others add a “ca” at the end, thus “Upapattes ca”. 


Samkara and Bhaskara 


Interpretation different, viz. In answer to the objection (stated 
under sütra 31), viz. that there is something other than Brahman, 
since during deep sleep the individual soul is said to enter into Brahman 
—which implies a difference between the two,—it is pointed out here 
that such a relation between the individual soul and Brahman is 
appropriate, since it does not imply that the individual soul is related 
to Brahman as a man to a city, (according to Bhaskara, as a rope to 
a pot), ie. externally, but that the two are really identical. Hence 
it is that the individual soul is said to enter into ?fself during deep 
sleep.! 

Baladeva 


This is sütra 36 in his commentary. Here he concludes the topic 
of the different manifestations of the Lord in accordance with the 
different kinds of devotion thus: '* And on account of the appropriate- 
ness (of the Chand. text 3.14.1)". "Thatis, the text: “As you meditate, 
so you become" is explicable only on this view, viz. that the devotees 
realize the Lord differently in accordance with their different modes 
of worshipping Him.? 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (continued) 
SÜTRA 36 


* LIKEWISE, ON ACCOUNT OF THE DENIAL OF ANOTHER." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“Likewise, ” it is not to be said that on account of the designation 
of difference, viz. “That which is beyond that" (Svet. 3.103), there 
is & reality other than Brahman,— on account of the denial"', viz. 
“Fhan whom there is nothing else whatsoever higher" (Svet. 3.9 ; 
Mahànàr. 10.4 4). 


35, p. 748; Bh. B. 3.2.35, p. 171. 
.2.36, p. 95, Chap. 3. 
, B. 4 §, R, Bh, B. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been said that on account of the designation of difference, 
viz. “By him, by the Person, all this is filled. That which is beyond 
that is without form, without disease” (Svet. 3.9-3.10). there is 
something ‘higher than this’. To this the author replies: 

On account of the stated reasons Brahman is without an 
equal and a superior ; “likewise on account of the denial of another”, 
i.e. of an equal or a superior, as well, it is established that He has no 
equal or a superior ; In accordance with the scriptural text: ‘‘ Than 
whom there is nothing else whatsoever higher" (Svet. 3.9; Mahanar. 
10.4) and so on,—the word ‘higher’ meaning something better, the 
word ‘something else’ meaning something equal !,—as well as in 
accordance with the Smrti passage: ““There is nothing else higher 
than me, O Dhanafijaya !" ' (Gita 7.7) and so on, the section is 
concerned with the supremacy of the Person, the topic of discussion ; 
and hence by the text: “That which is beyond that" (Svet. 3.10) 
another reality is not established. On the contrary, in accordance 
with the text: “Than whom there is nothing else whatsoever higher, 
than whom there is nothing else smaller, nothing else greater,—the 
One stands motionless like a treo in heaven, by him, the Person, all 
this is filled ” (Svet. 3.9; Mahànàr. 10.4), Brahman, the Highest 
Person, is without an equal and a superior, and all-pervading; and for 
this reason, Brahman, called ' Person', is said to be beyond that. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


They understand this sütra to mean that in Scripture there is the 
denial of anything else besides Brahman, and hence Brahman is the 
sole reality.? 

Srikantha 

This is sütra 35 in his commentary. 

He begins a new adhikarana here (two sütras), concerned. with 
the question whether there 1s anything equal to the Lord, the doubt 
that there may be something superior to Him being disposed of in 
the previous adhikarana. Hence the sūtra: "Likewise (i.e. just as 
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1 The text is: ““Yasmat param na@param asti kificit’’. 
2 S.D. 3.2.36, pp. 748-749; Bh. B. 3.2.36, p. 172. 
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there is nothing superior to the Lord, so there is nothing equal to Him), 
on account of the denial of another (creator), (ie. because Scripture 
denies that there is any other creator besides Him) .! 


Baladeva 


This is sütra 37 in his commentary. He takes it as constituting 
an adhikarana by itself, concerned with proving that the Lord is 
the highest, for unless the Lord be the Highest, there can be no love 
and devotion for Him. 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (end) 
SOTRA 37 


“HEREBY THE ALL-PERVASIVENESS (OF THE LORD IS CONFIRMED), 
ON ACCOUNT OF THE SCRIPTURAL TEXTS ABOUT EXPANSION AND 
SO ON." 

Vedanta-pàrijáta-saurabha 


“Hereby” the "all-pervasiveness" of the Supreme Brahman is 
confirmed, “on account of the scriptural texts" like: “By Him, the 
Person, all this is filled" (Svet. 3.9 2) and so on. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


“Hereby,” ie. by the section designating the Lord as having 
no equal or a superior, the “all-pervasiveness” of Brahman is con- 
firmed. If there were an equal or a superior to the Lord, He would 
not have been all-pérvasive. The author states the authority for 
this: “ On account of the scriptural texts about expansion and so on" 
—the word ' expansion ' here means all-pervasiveness—such as: “ By 
Him, the Person, all this is filled " (Svet. 3.9; Mahanar. 10.4), “And 
whatever is seen or heard in this world,—Nārāyaņa abides by 
pervading all that, inside and outside" (Mahanar. 11.63), “Eternal, 
omnipresent, all-pervasive, excessively subtle" (Mund. 1.1.6) and so 
on. The words "and so on" imply the scriptural texts that denote 
Brahman as the cause of all, as the soul of all, thereby confirming 


1 Sk. B. 3.2.35, p. 266, Part 9. 2 R. 
3 A slightly different version is found in Tait. Ar. 10.11.1. 
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His all-pervasiveness, viz. “He is the cause, the cause of the 
lord of causes” 1 (Svet. 6.9), “All this has that for its soul" 
(Chand. 6.8.6, etc.). “All this, verily, is Brahman” (Chand. 3.14.1), 
“Brahman alone is all this" (Nr. Ut. 7), “The soul alone is all this" 
(Chànd. 7.26.1) and so on. Hence it is established that Brahman, 
the cause of the world, is without an equal and a superior. 


Here ends the section entitled “The Highest ” (7). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


While Nimbàrka takes the section to be establishing that there 
is nothing higher than Brahman, they take it as establishing that there 
is nothing besides Brahman. Hence the sütra: “Hereby (io. by 
proving that there is nothing besides Brahman) (His) all-pervasiveness 
(is established)... . . .. "32 


Srikantha 


This is sütra 36 in his commentary. Here he concludes the topic, 
viz. that there is nothing equal to Brahman. Interpretation different, 
viz. “Hereby (i.e. through Narayana) (Siva’s) all-pervasiveness (is 
known), on account of scriptural toxts about expansion (i.e. supreme 
all-pervasiveness) and so on". That is, Scripture declares that the 
Lord Siva pervades the entire universe through Narayana, the material 
cause who is but a part of Himself. Hence it is known that the Lord 
Himself is all-pervasive.3 

Baladeva 

This is sūtra 38 in his commentary. He takes this sūtra as forming 
an adhikarana by itself, concerned with establishing the all-pervasive- 
ness of the Lord, though he interprets it differently thus: “(If it be 
objected that the Lord is not all-pervasive, but of & middle size, i.e. 
of the size of the body or form in which He appears before His devotees, 


! Correct quotation : " Karanádhipüdhipa" — lord of the lord of sense-organs 
(or the individual soul). 

2 $.B. 3.2.37, p. 749; Bh. B. 3.2.37, p. 172. 

3 Sk. B. 3.2 36, pp. 269-270. Vide also the commentary on 8k. B. on the 
same pages. 
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—then we reply:) “By Him (i.e. by the Lord) all-pervasiveness (is 
possible), on account of the scriptural texts about expansion and so 
on". That is, even the middle form of the Lord, i.e. the form in which 
He appears before His devotees, is all-pervasive, for Scripture declares 
so.! 


Adhikarana 8: The section entitled “The Fruit”. 
(Sütras 38-41) 
SÜTRA 38 
“THE FRUIT (ARISES) FROM THIS, ON ACCOUNT OF APPROPRIATE- 


NESS.” 
Vedānta-pārijāta-saurabha 


“From this,” i.e. from Brahman alone, arises “the fruit” accruing 
to different individuals, in accordance with the particular duties to 
which they are entitled, —as He alone can be such a giver of fruits. 


Vedānta-kaustubha 


Thus the attributes of Brahman, viz. being free from sins, being 
an abode of eternal and infinite, auspicious attributes, having no 
equal or superior and the like, have been stated. Now the author 
states a particular quality of Brahman, the Highest, viz. being the 
giver of fruits. 

“The fruit,” consisting in enjoyment and salvation, accruing 
to particular individuals in accordance with the particular duties 
to which they are entitled, arise “from this”, i.e. from the Highest 
alone. Why? “On account of appropriateness,” i.e. because the 
Highest Person alone, omniscient, omnipotent, the controller of all 
can be such a giver of fruits. 


SOTRA 39 


“ AND BECAUSE OF BEING DECLARED IN SoRIPTURE.’’ 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


And because the fact that He is the giver of fruits is declared by 
texts like: “He, verily, is the great, unborn self, the eater of food, the 


1 G.B. 3.2.38, p. 98, Chap. 3. 
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giver of wealth" (Brh. 4.4.241), “For he alone causes bliss"' (Tait. 
2.7 2). 
Vedanta-kaustubha 


And as the fact that the Highest Self is the giver of fruits is 
declared by texts like: “He, verily, is the great, unborn self, the eater 
of food, the giver of wealth" (Brh. 4.4.24), “For He alone causes bliss" 
(Tait. 2.7),—from Him alone can the fruit arise. 


OPPONENT'S VIEW (Sütra 40) 
SOTRA 40 


“RELIGIOUS MERIT (18 THE GIVER OF FRUITS), JAIMINI (THINKS SO) 
FOR THOSE VERY REASONS." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“Jaimini’’ thinks that "religious merit" is the cause of the 
fruit,—because, as in the case of tilling, it alone can appropriately 
be its cause; and because the text: “One desirous of heaven should 
perform sacrifices" (Tait. Sam. 2.5.53) declares it to be such 
à cause. 

Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been stated above that ‘On account of appropriateness’ 
(sutra 38), ‘And on account of being declared’ (sütra 39), the fruit 
arises from the Highest. Now, as in the case of tilling, Karmas 
alone can appropriately be the cause of fruits. Further, Karmas like 
sacrifices and the rest, are declared to be productive of fruits by 
texts like: “One desirous of heaven should perform sacrifices” (Tait. 
Sam. 2.5.5) and so on. Hence, “for those very reasons," i.e. on 
account of the same two reasons, the teacher *Jaimini" thinks that 
“religious merit" alone, or Karma, is the cause of fruit through the 


1 S, R, Bh, B. 

2 R. 

3 P. 208, line 27, vol. 2. 9%, R, Bh. 
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intermediary of the operation called 'apürva'. The operation called 
'apürva' is said to be a particular subsequent state of the sacrifice.! 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (Sūtra 41) 
SOTRA 41 


“Bur (THE GIVER OF FRUITS IS) THE FORMER (V1Z. THE LORD), 
BADARAYANA (THINKS SO), ON ACCOUNT OF THE DESIGNATION OF 
(HIM AS) THE CAUSE.”’ 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The word “but” is meant for disposing of the above view. The 
teacher of the Veda thinks that the giver of fruits is the Highest Self, 
mentioned before, “on account of the designation" of the Highest as 
the cause of it thus: "In consequence of good work, it leads to a 
holy world” (Pra$na 3.72), “He is attainable by one alone whom 
he chooses"! (Katha 2.23; Mund. 3.2.3 3). 


Here ends the second quarter of the third chapter in the 
Vedànta-párijàta-saurabha, an interpretation of the Sariraka- 
mimamsa texts, by the reverend Nimbarka. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The term “but” indicates the hollowncss of Jaimini’s view. 
Never in the past, present or future do Karmas like tilling and the rest 
bestow the fruit to the tiller independently, but the Supreme Lord 
alone does so. Similarly, the Vedic works too (viz. sacrifices 
and the like), unacquainted with the nature of themselves and of 
others, and done by persons who are tormented by the wheel of the 
world and are dependent on another, are not able to bring about 
the fruit e pendently. Even texts like : “One desirous of heaven 


1 According to PONa: -mimamsa, the results of mM T so on are due 
neither to a Supreme Deity—which it does not recognize—, nor to the particular 
deities to whom the oblations are offered, but to an unseen potency generated 
by the very performance of the sacrifices and so on. This unseen potency is 
called ‘apurva’. Vide Pu.Mi.Su. 2.1.5. 

2 B. 3 Not quoted by others. 
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should perform sacrifices" (Tait. Sam. 2.5.5) and so on, never 
assert that Karma is the giver of fruits independently. On the 
contrary, these texts instigate men to Karmas such as, worship of 
the deity, that lead to heaven. But Bādarāyaņa thinks that 
the giver of fruits like enjoyment and salvation is “the former", 
ie. the Highest Self, the soul of all, omniscient, mentioned above. 
Why? “On account of the designation of (Him as) the cause,” 
i.e. because the Highest Self alone is designated as the cause, as 
the instigator of actions and as the giver of fruits by a mass of 
scriptural texts like: “For he alone makes one, whom he wishes to 
lead up from these worlds, do good deed" (Kaus. 3.8) "In 
consequence of good work, it leads to a holy world" (Praána 3.7), 
"He is attainable by one alone whom he chooses" (Katha 
2.23; Mund. 3.2.3) and so on; as well as by a group of Smrti 
passages like: '''And he attains his desires from him, the benefits 
are decreed by me alone" ’ (Gità 7.22) * *I give that connection with 
intellect whereby they come to me” ’ (Gita 10.10) and so on. Hence 
it is established that the fruit arises from this. 


Here ends the section entitled “The fruit” (8). 


Here ends the second quarter of third chapter in the holy Vedanta- 
kaustubha, a commentary on the Sarirakamimamsa, by the 
reverend teacher Srinivasa. 


Résumé 


The second quarter of the third chapter contains :— 
(1) 41 sütras and 8 adhikaranas, according to Nimbarka; 
(2) 41 sütras and 8 adhikaranas, according to Samkara; 
(3) 40 sütras and 8 adhikaranas, according to Ramànuja; 
(4) 41 sütras and 7 adhikaranas, according to Bhàskara ; 
(8) 40 sütras and 9 adhikaranas, according to Srikantha; 
(6) 42 sütras and 19 adhikaranas, according to Baladeva. 


Ráàmànuja and Srikantha take sütras 20 and 21 in Nimbarka’s 
commentary as one sūtra. Bhaskara omits sūtra 34 in Nimbàrka's 
commentary, while sütra 15 in Bhaskara’s commentary is not found 
in Nimbárka's. Baladeva breaks sūtra 25 in Nimbarka’s commentary 
into two separate sutras. 


THIRD CHAPTER (Adhyàya) 
THIRD QUARTER (Pada) 


Adhikarana 1: The section entitled "The un- 
derstanding from all the Vedàntas". (Sütras 
] - 5) 
SOTRA 1 
“THE UNDERSTANDING (I.E. WHAT IS UNDERSTOOD) FROM ALL THE 
VEDANTAS (IS ONE), ON ACCOUNT OF THE NON-DIFFERENCE OF 
INJUNCTION AND THE REST." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Although mentioned in many places, meditation is one only, 
' On account of the non-difference of injunction and the rest ”, 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Thus, with a view to instigating one who desires salvation to the 
meditation on the Highest Self which is a means to attaining His 
nature, the attributes of the Highest Self have been stated. Now, 
although knowledge is a means to attaining the nature of the Highest 
Self, yet just as sacred texts, spiritual teachers and the like, though 
well-known, come to be productive of fruits only when meditated on, 
so the Highest Self, though well-known, comes to be productive of 
fruits only when meditated on. Now, we shall discuss the nature of 
vidyüs or meditations on such a Supreme Brahman, as well as the 
problem whether these different vidyàs! are really identical or not, 
for ascertaining the combination or options of the details in them. 

The Udgitha-vidyà,? the Sandilya-vidya,3 the Purusa-vidyà,* 
the Dahara-vidya,5 the Vai$vanara-vidyà 8 and the rest are mentioned 


1 The vidyüs are tho various meditations mentioned in the various Upanisads 
and so on. 

2 Brh. 1.3 and Chand 1.2. Vide Br. Su. 3.3.6. 

3 Brh. 5.6; Sat. Br. 10.6.3; and Chand. 3.14. Vide Br. Su. 3.3.19. 
4 Chand. 3.16-3.17 and Ait. Ar. 10.64. Vide Br. St. 3.3.24. 
5 Brh. 2.1.17 and Chand. 8.1-8.6. Vide Br. Su. 3.3.38. 
6 Brh. 5.9 and Chand. 5.11-5.18. Vide Br. Su. 3.3.55. 
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by many schools. It will be shown later on that the peculiar features 
or details, mentioned in connection with each particular vidya, are to 
be combined together. However, the arrangement of the syllables 
in the aphorism is as follows: The same vidya is mentioned in many 
Vedàntas. On the doubt, viz. whether it is different, or whether 
the same vidya is mentioned in many places,—if the prima facie 
view be: As it is mentioned in texts again and again without any 
specification, and because of the force of context, it is different. For 
this very reason, surely, the restriction with regard to the imparting 
of knowledge to the followers of the Atharva-veda who practise 
the head.rite! mentioned in the passage: “Let one declare this 
knowledge of Brahman to them alone by whom, however, the 
head-rite has been practised according to rules" (Mund. 3.2.10), 
is reasonable; otherwise the head-rite, a part of vidya, being open 
to the followers of all schools, the above restriction will be 
meaningless, — 


We reply: “The understanding from all the Vedāntas”, i.e. the 
meditation which is known from all, i.e. many, Vedāntas should 
be known to be one only. Why? “On account of the non-difference 
of injunction and the rest." Among these, ‘injunction’ means an 
injunction like ‘one should know’, ‘one should meditate’. The 
words ‘and the rest’ imply connection, form and name, mentioned 
as the reasons for the non-difference of Karmas, in the aphorism 
laying down the correct conclusion under the section treating of 
different schools in the Pürva-tantra, viz. “Or, one, on account of 
non-difference of connection, form, injunction and name” (Pū. Mi. 
Su. 2.4.92). That is, the meditations are identical, on account of the 
non-difference of their injunctions, connections, forms and names,— 
just as the obligatory Agni-hotra ?, mentioned in many branches, 
such as “He performs tho Agni-hotra" (Chand. 5.24.1, 2), is one, 
on account of the non-difference of injunction; just as the Vaiávünara- 
vidya is recorded in both the Chandogya (Chand. 5.11-5.18) and 
Vajasaneyaka (Brh. 5.9), and here on account of the non-difference 
of injunctions, viz. “He meditates on Vaiśvānara” (Chand. 5.12.2- 


1 For explanation see V.K. 3.3.3 below. 

3 P. 200, vol. 1. 

3 Agni-hotra is an oblation to fire, chiefly of milk, oil and sour gruel, and 
there are two kinds of it, nitya or of constant obligation and kàmya or optional. 
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5.13.2, etc.), as well as of forms, name and of connection, viz. the 
attainment of Brahman, the vidyàs are identical. In this case, the root 
‘as’ indicates that the injunction issame; the form, viz. Vaisvanara, 
is the same; and the name also is the same, viz. Vaiávànara-vidyà. 


COMPARISON. 
Samkara 


Literal interpretation same. But the fundamental difference is 
that according to Samkara, all these vidyás are concerned with 
Saguna or lower Brahman only, and are not as such means to the 
attainment of the Nirguna or the higher Brahman. Some of them 
lead to the attainment of results here, while others lead to salvation 
on gradually by way of generating knowledge.! 


Baladeva 


He does not refer to the various vidyàs, mentioned in the various 
Upanisads. In fact, as we shall see, he does not regard this pada as 
dealing with the vidyàs at all. He interprets the word: “Sarva- 
vedànta-pratyam"' as "Sarva-veda-antapratyam". The word “anta” 
means settled conclusion. Hence the sūtra: “The settled conclusion 
of all the Vedas is the knowledge (of Brahman), on account of the 
non-difference of injunction and the rest". "That is all the Vedas 
seek to teach Brahman, since all of them enjoin meditation on 
Brahman.? 


SÜTRA 2 


"Ir IT BE OBJECTED THAT ON ACCOUNT OF THE DIFFERENCES (OF 
THE OBJEOT OF MEDITATION, THERE IS) NO (IDENTITY OF VIDYA), 
(WE REPLY:) (THERE MAY BE REPETITION) EVEN WITH REGARD TO 
ONE (VvIDYA)." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If it be objected: the object of meditation is not the same, 
otherwise the same vidya would not have been repeated in different 
Scriptures. Hence the vidyàs are different—(we reply:) No, because 


— 


1 S.B. 3.3.1, p. 754. 2 G.B. 3.3.1. 
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the repetition of one and the same vidya is appropriate sometimes, 
because the readers are different, and sometimes for making the topic 
clear. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be objected: the same vidyàs are often found repeated in 
the very same form in different sections. Hence the object to be 
meditated on must be different, and so the vidyàs cannot be 
identical,— 

We reply: Such repetitions of the same vidyàs in different sections 
are quite reasonable, as they serve a useful purpose. The same 
vidyà, set forth in one branch, is set forth again in the same form 
in other branches for the benefit of the different readers of those 
branches. If there be differences in some parts, then the device of 
the combination of points is to be resorted to.! In the case of one 
and the same branch, on the other hand, the readers being the same, 
every section deals with a different vidya, since the texts are mutually 
sufficient by themselves.? 


1 Vide Br. St. 3.3.5. 

2 The sense is as follows: If one and the same vidya be repeated in different 
Upanigads and so on, then there must evidently be some reasonable explanation 
for such a repetition. The prima facie objector points out that such a repetition 
serves no purpose and hence we must hold that really there is no repetition of 
the same vidya, but that each is a new and separate vidya, concerned with a 
different object. The answer to this is that such a repetition of one of the same 
vidya in different branches of the Vedas is not meaningless, but serves two 
purposes :— 

(a) First, such a repetition is for the benefit of the different readers of the 
different branches of the Vedas. Each and every person does not evidently 
study each and every branch of the Vedas, but may read only one or some. A 
man, e.g. who studies the Brhadaranyaka, may not study the Chandogya as well, 
&nd vice versa. Hence one and the same vidyà is set forth in both these Upanisads 
in order that both these persons may equally have an access to the vidya in 
question. 

(b) Secondly, such a repetition serves to rectify possible mistakes, and make 
the topic clearer and confirm what has been already said. 

Thus, the fact that we meet with the same vidya in different branches 
gives rise to no inconsistency. In the case of one and the same branch, however, 
the above two purposes being absent, there is no such repetition. Hence here 
every section deals with a different vidya. 
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COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


Interpretation different, viz. “If it be objected that on account 
of the differences (of details) (there is) no (oneness of vidya), (we 
reply:) (there may be difference of details) even in (one vidyà)". 
That is, the prima facie objector holds that the same vidyà is 
mentioned with different particulars in different places, e.g. in con- 
nection with the Paficégni-vidya, five fires are spoken of in the Chàn- 
dogya, but six in the Brhadàranyaka. This proves that the two 
Paficagni-vidyas are not identical. The answer is that such differences 
of details are permissible even in the case of one and the same vidya. 
If two vidyàs agree in all essential points, the difference in some details 
by no means makes them two separate vidyàs.! 


Baladeva 


As before, he does not raise the problem of the identity of vidyàs 
at all, but only the problem whether Brahman is known from all the 
Vedas or not. Hence the sütra: “If it be objected that on account 
of difference (i.e. the different accounts of Brahman), (Brahman. is) 
not (designated in all branches), (we reply:) even in the same (branch) 
(other attributes of Brahman are mentioned)". That is, if it be 
objected that Brahman is designated differently in different Upanisads, 
—e.g. in one place He is depicted as knowledge and bliss (Brh. 3.9.28), 
in another as omniscient and all-knowing (Mund. 1.1.9),——and as such 
the same Brahman is not set forth by all the Upanisads—the reply 
is that in the same Upanisad where Brahman is designated as know- 
ledge and bliss, He is designated as omniscient as well Hence all 
branches speak of the same Brahman.? 


1 S.B. 3.3.2, pp. 757-758; Bh. B. 3.3.2, pp. 175-176. 
2 Q.B. 3.3.2. 
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SUTRA 3 


" BECAUSE (THE HEAD-RITE IS A SUBSIDIARY PART) OF THE STUDY 
OF THE VEDA (AND NOT OF VIDYA), (IT) BEING SO (THERE IS) THAT 
RESTRICTION, (BECAUSE IT IS MENTIONED TO BE SO) IN THE 
SAMACARA, AND BECAUSE OF THE TOPIO, AND AS IN THE CASE OF 
LIBATIONS."' 

Vedanta- parijata-saurabha 


And that head-rite too, which is mentioned in the text of the 
followers of the Atharva-veda thus: ‘‘Let one declare this knowledge 
of Brahman to them alone by whom, however, the head-rite has been 
performed according to rules" (Mund. 3.2.10 !), does not prove that 
the vidyás are different, since the head-rite is enjoined as a subsidiary 
part of the study of the Veda. It being a subsidiary part of the 
Vedic study, is not performed by any ono other than a follower of the 
Atharva-veda, and hence there is “that restriction "'.? Since in the 
book called “Samäcāra” too they record the head-rite as a Vedic rite, 
and since there is a text: ‘One who had practised the vow does not 
read this" (Mund. 3.2.11 3), that restriction is indeed appropriate, 
as it is in the case of oblations, beginning with the Sauryya. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


If the rite of carrying a pot of burning charcoals on the head, 
tuught as a sacred duty in the text of the followers of the Atharva- 
veda thus: “Let one declare the knowledge of Brahman to them alone 
by whom, however, the head-rite has been performed according to 
rules" (Mund. 3.2.10), were a subsidiary part of the vidyà, then 
only we could have said that the vidyàs are different. But as it 
is not a subordinate part of vidya, we cannot do so.4 The word 
" because " states the reason, i.e. because the sacred duty called ‘head- 
rite’ is a subsidiary part “of the study of the Veda” alone, and 
not of the vidyà stated in it. “(It) being so," i.e. the head-rite 
being a subsidiary part of the study of the Veda, there is “that 
restriction", i.e. the restriction with regard to the teaching of 


? Viz. that only those who have performed the head-rite are entitled to the 
knowledge of Brahman. 

3 Ś, R, Bh, Sk. 

4 This answers the prima facie view mentioned above under V.K. 3.3.1. 
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the rite, viz. that the sacred duty called ‘head-rite’ is to be 
perfomed by the followers of the Atharva-veda, and not by 
others. How is this known? “In the Samàácára," i.e. in a book 
concerned with teaching Vedic rites, the followers of the Atharva- 
veda record the head-rite as a Vedic rite,—from that this is known: 
also “from the topic’’, i.e. because in the subsequent and concluding 
text: “One who has not practised the vow does not read this” (Mund. 
3.2.11), the word 'this' refers to the collection. of the Mundaka- 
treatises forming the topic previously treated; further, the word 
‘reads’ means ‘studics’. 

Here (the author) quotes a parallel instance: “And as in the 
case of libations”. The ‘libations’, i.e. the seven oblations, 
beginning with the Sauryya and ending with the Sataudana, have no 
connection with the three fires mentioned in a different branch, 
but are connected with the one fire mentioned by the texts 
belonging to the Atharva-veda, and hence they are to be offered to 
one fire by the followers of the Atharva-veda alone. In the very same 
manner, the followers of the Atharva-veda alone are entitled to 
perform the sacred duty called ‘head-rite’, which is a subsidiary part of 
the study of the Veda, and not others. In the text: “Let one declare 
the knowledge of Brahman” (Mund. 3.2.10), on the other hand, the 
word ‘Brahman’ denotes the sound Brahman (i.e. the Vedas).! 


COMPARISON 
Bhaskara 


He reads “‘salila-vac ca” in place of *sava-vac ca".? Interpre- 
tation same. 
Baladeva 


He breaks the sūtra into two separate sütras thus: “Svadhya- 
yasya . .. . adhicáàrac ca” (sūtra 3), and “‘Sava-vac ca tan niyama’’ 
(sütra 4). Interpretations entirely different, viz.:— 

Sütra 3: “ For the injunction of the study of the Veda being 
such (i.e. of a general import), and because of the eligibility (of all) 
to the sacred duties (mentioned in the Veda), (the entire Veda must 


1 That is, the head-rite being a Vedic rite, a part of the Vedic study,—those 
who practise it become entitled to the knowledge of the Atharva-veda in general. 
2 Bh. B. 3.3.3, p. 176. 
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be studied)". That is, injunctions like “Let one study his own sacred 
text" (Tait. Ar. 2.15) do not specify that only one particular portion 
of the Veda is to be studied, but that it is to be studied entirely. 
Moreover, the followers of one branch are not necessarily confined to 
the sacred duties of that branch only, but to all the duties enjoined 
in all the branches. Hence Brahman may be realized by all the 
religious practices taught in all the Vedas.! 

Sülra 4: “And the restriction is not like libations”. That is, 
the seven libations, beginning with the Sauryya and ending with the 
Sataudana, are open to the followers of the Atharva-veda only, and 
cannot be offered by the followers of other Vedas. But such is not 
the case with the worship of Brahman, which is universal and may 
be performed by any and every one.? 


SUTRA 4 


" AND (SCRIPTURE) SHOWS.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


"And" the scriptural text: “The word which all the Vedas 
record" (Katha 2.153) "shows" that the vidyàs are identical. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Scripture "shows" that the vidyàs are the same thus: “The 
word which all the Vedas declare" (Katha 2.15); Smrti too: 
‘Through all the Vedas I alone am to be known” ’ (Gita 15.15). 


COMPARISON 


Baladeva 


He quotes the same passage, but as before does not refer to the 
identity of vidyas, but concludes the topic that Brahman is the object 
taught by all the Vedas.4 


1 G.B. 3.3.3, pp. 114-115, Chap. 3. 
* Q.B. 3.3.3, pp. 114-115, Chap. 3. 
3 S, R, Bh, B. 4 G.B. 3.3.5. 
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SOTRA 5 


"AND (THE VIDYÁS) BEING THE SAME, (THERE IS) COMBINATION 
(OF THE SPECIAL FEATURES), ON ACCOUNT OF THE NON-DIFFERENCE 
OF MEANING AS IN THE CASE OF WHAT IS COMPLEMENTARY TO 
INJUNCTION.” 

Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The vidyàs being identical, and their meaning being the same, 
their special features are to be combined together, “as in the case 
of what is complementary to the injunction" with regard to the 
Agni-hotra and the like. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The identity of the vidyàs being thus established, the author 
explains its purpose. 

"And" meditations “being the same”, their special features 
are to be combined together. The sense is that the special 
features or details found in one vidya are to be applicd to others as 
well, “on account of the non-difference of meaning’’, i.e. on account 
of the unity of purpose. ‘‘As in case of what is complementary 
to injunction," i.e. just as there is the combination everywhere 
of what is complementary to the injunctions regarding the Agni- 
hotra and the rest,—like that.! Hence it is established that on account 
of the non-difference of injunctions and the rest, vidyàs or meditations 
are the same, and that their special features are to be combined 
together. 


Here ends the section entitled “The understanding in all the 
Vedàntas" (1). 


Samkara, Bhaskara and Srikantha 


They take this sūtra as forming an adhikarana by itself. Inter- 
pretation same. 


1 I.e. in the Karma-Káànda, the special features or angas of a sacrifice 
are mentioned in various places and not in the same place; yet when the sacrifice 
is performed, all these scattered features and details are combined. Similarly, 
the special details of & particular vidyà or meditation may be mentioned in 
various places; yet when it is practised, all these details are to be brought 
together. 


[s0. 3. 3. 6. 
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Baladeva 


This is sūtra 6 in his commentary. He begins a new adhikarana 
here (two siitras) concerned with the problem of the coalescence of 
the attributes of the Lord. Brahman is described variously in various 
texts. In one place, He is described as Krsna, in another as Rama, 
in another as Nrsimha and so on. Hence the problem is whether 
all of these different attributes of the Lord,—His sweetness, heroism, 
terribleness, and so on—are to be combined when meditating on Him, 
ornot. The prima facie view is that they being contradictory attributes 
are not to be combined. Hence the reply: “And if (the meditation) be 
the same, the combination (of attributes) (is permissible), on account 
of the non-difference of the object (viz. Brahman), as in the case of 
what is complementary to injunction". "That is, in the case of thc 
common meditation on pure Brahman, the object of meditation being 
the same, all the attributes are to be combined, just as Agni-hotra 
being the same, all its details are to be combined.! 


Adhikarana 23: The section entitled "Differ. 
ence", (Sütras 6-9) 


PRIMA FACIE VIEW (Sütra 6) 
SÜTRA 6 


“ [F IT BE OBJECTED THAT (THERE 13) DIFFERENCE (BETWEEN THE 
TWO UDGITHA-VIDYÁS) ON ACCOUNT OF SCRIPTURAL TEXT, (WE 
REPLY :) NO, ON ACCOUNT OF NON-DIFFERENCE." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


It is stated in the Vajasaneyaka: '' Then, verily, they said to this 
breath in the mouth: ‘Sing the udgitha for us’. ‘So be it’—that 
breath sang the udgitha for them" (Brh. 1.3.72). And it is stated 
in the Chàndogya too: “Then, verily, he who is this chief vital-breath 
him they worshipped as the udgitha" (Chand. 1.2.73). On the doubt, 
viz. whether the vidyàs are the same here, or different, the prima 
facie view is that the vidyüs are the same. If it be objected that 

1 G.B. 3.3.6, pp. 119-120, Chap. 3. 

2 §, R, Bh, SK. 3 Op. cit. 


[sū. 3. 3. 6. 
ADH. 2.] VEDANTA-KAUSTU BHA 585 


in the Vajasaneyaka text: ‘‘‘Sing the udgitha for us" ' (Brh. 1.3.7), 
breath is said to be a subject; while in the Chandogya text: “Him 
as the udgitha " (Chand. 1.2.7), it is said to be an object. Hence 
the vidyàs are different,—-(the prima facie objector replies:) “no”, 
“on account of non-difference"' in the introductory part, i.e. because 
in the texts: “Let us overcome (the demons) by the udgitha" (Brh. 
1.3.11), “They took the udgitha, (thinking:) with this we shall kill? 
them" the udgitha alone appears to be the object to be meditated 
on (Chand. 1.2.13). Hence it is established that the meditations are 


the same. 
Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been said above that the vidyàs, though recorded in many 
places, are really identical as the injunctions and the rest are so; and 
it has been shown that their special features are to be mutually 
combined. Now, wishing to point out the difference of several vidyas, 
the author is first stating the prima facie view. 

Having begun thus: “The gods and the demons were the offspring 
of Prajàpati" (Brh. 1.3.1), having mentioned the vow of the gods, 
viz.: “Those gods said: ‘ Let us overcome the demons at the sacrifice 
with the udgitha’ ” (Brh. 1.3.1), and having shown how they failed to 
realise their purpose, i.e. to destroy the demons through speech and 
the rest, the Vàjasaneyins record how they finally overcame the 
demons through the knowledge of the udgitha thus: “Then, verily, 
they said to the breath in the mouth: ‘Sing the udgitha for us’. 
‘So be it,’ that breath sang the udgitha for them" (Brh. 1.3.7). They 
further state the fruit of the knowledge of the udgitha thus: “He 
becomes superior by himself, his hateful enemy (becomes inferior) who 
knows thus” (Brh. 1.3.7). 

Having begun thus: “Then, verily, the gods took the udgitha, 
(thinking) ‘With this we shall kill * them’’’ (Chand. 1.2.1), and 
having shown, as before, how they failed to realise their purpose though 
striving hard, the Chandogas too record how they finally overcame 
the demons through the knowledge of the udgitha thus: “Then, verily, 


—— — € — - LP TT 


1 R, SK. 

2 Correct quotation: "*abhibhavisyümah", meaning ‘‘ we shall overcome”. 
Vide Chànd. 1.2.1, p. 20. 

3 R, SK. 

4 For correct quotation see footnote 2, above. 
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he who is the chief vital-breath,—him they worshipped as the udgitha "' 
(Chand. 1.2.7). They, further, state the fruit of the knowledge thus: 


“So exactly he falls to pieces who wishes evil to one who knows thus” 
(Chand. 1.2.8 1). 


On the doubt, viz. whether here the vidyàs are identical or 
different,—we (i.e. prima facie objectors) say: The vidyàs are the 
same. Why? “On account of the non-difference" of injunctions 
and the rest. Thus, the injunction, expressed by the root ‘to know’, 
is the same; the fruit too, viz. the overcoming of the demons, is 
the same; the form, as well, 1s the same as the object to bo meditated 
on, viz. the udgitha viewed as the vital-breath, is so; and the name, 
too, viz. ‘udgitha-meditation’ is the same. 


If it be objected: There is "difference", i.e. there is difference 
from the admitted sameness of the vidyàs, i.o. the vidyàs are not 
identical. Why? In the text: “‘Sing the udgitha for us.’ That 
breath sang the udgitha" (Brh. 1.3.7), the vital-breath is indicated 
as a subject by the Vàjins by a word in the nominative case. But in 
the text: “ Him, the udgitha"" (Chand. 1.2.7), it is described as an 
object, having the form of the udgitha, by the Chandogas by a word 
in the accusative case,—on account of such scriptural texts, — 


1 Vide the udgitha-vidy& or the doctrine of the udgitha in Brhadàranyaka 
and Chandogya :— 


(a) Brh. 1.3.—The story begins: The gods and the demons, the offspring 
of Prajüpati fought with one another for the worlds. The gods, then resolved 
to overcome the demons at the sacrifice by the udgitha. So they asked speech 
to sing the udgitha for them. But the demons, coming to know of this, rushed 
upon it and pierced it with evil. Thereupon the gods successively approached 
the in-breath, the eyo, the ear and the mind, each of which was however corrupted 
by the demons. Finally, they approached the chief vital-breath which sang 
the udgitha for them, and when the demons rushed upon it, trying to pierce 
it with evil, they themselves were scattered and perished (Brh. 1.3.1-1.3.7). 

(b) Chand, 1.2.--A very similar account given. Tho story begins: The 
gods and the demons, the offspring of Prajapati fought with one another, and tho 
gods took the udgitha, thinking that they would overcome the demons with it. 
Then they worshipped the breath in the nose as the udgitha, but the demons 
pierced it with evil. Thereupon, they successively worshipped as the udgitha 
speech, the eye, the ear and the mind, each of which were, however, corrupted 
by the demons. Finally, they worshipped the chief vital-breath as the udgitha, 
and when the demons tried to corrupt it, they themselves fell to pieces (Chand. 
1.2.1-1.2.7). 
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(We, i.e. the prima facie objectors, reply:) “no”, because in the 
texts: *' Let us overcome (the demons) by the udgitha" ' (Brh. 1.3.1), 
“They took the udgitha, (thinking) ‘With this we shall kill them’ ” 
(Chànd. 1.2.1), the udgitha alone appears to be the object to be medi- 
tated on. Nor can it be said that this difference of case-endings 
would make them differ in major points.! In the text: ‘ “Sing the 
udgitha for us”’’ (Brh. 1.3.7), the udgitha which is really an object is 
said to be a subject figuratively. 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sütra 7 in his commentary. He does not take it to be 
setting forth a prima facie view, and does not begin a new adhikarana 
here, but continues the topic of the coalescence of the different attri- 
butes of the Lord. Hence the sütra: “If it be objected that the con- 
trary is the case (i.e. all the attributes of the Lord are not to be combined 
while meditating on Him), (we reply:) no, on account of non-specifi- 
cation, (i.e. because there is no specific text to the effect) ".2 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (Sütras 7-9) 
SÜTRA 7 


“OR (THERE IS) NO (SAMENESS OF THE VIDYAS), ON ACCOUNT OF 
THE DIFFERENCES OF THE SUBJECT-MATTERS, AS IN THE CASE OF 
BEING HIGHER THAN, THE HIGH.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


With regard to it we reply: 

The vidyàs are not identical. Having begun by designating 
the pranava, which is a part of the udgitha, as the object to be wor- 
shipped, in the text: “Let one meditate on the syllable ‘Om’ as the 


1 E.g. the war between the gods and the demons; the approach of the 
gods to speech, eye, ear and mind; the successful attempt of the demons to 
corrupt them; their unsuccessful attempt to corrupt the chief vital-breath; the 
final overcoming of the demons by the chief vital-breath as the udgitha, etc. 

2 G.B. 3.3.7, pp. 120-121, Chap. 3. 
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udgitha" (Chand. 1.1.11), the text goes on to say: “They took the 
udgitha”’ (Chand. 1.2.1 2); and hence in the Chandogya, the pranava, 
a part of the udgitha, is enjoined as the object to be viewed as the vital- 
breath. In the Vajasaneyaka, on the other hand, in accordance with 
the introductory passage, containing no specification, viz. ' "Let us 
overcome (the demons) by the udgitha"' ' (Brh. 1.3.1 8), the entire 
udgitha is the object to be viewed as the vital-breath. Hence, 
the introductory parts being thus different, the vidyàs themselves 
must be so; just as in spite of the sameness of injunctions, viz. that 
the pranava, which is a part of the udgitha, is to be viewed as the 
Highest Self,—the injunction that the udgitha is to be viewed as 
the golden Person is different from the injunction that it is to be 
viewed as qualified by the attributes of being higher than the high and 
so on.4 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The author refutes the above view. 

The words “or not" imply that the above view is to be rejected. 
The udgitha-meditations are not identical. Why? “On account 
of the difference of subject-matters’’. The word ‘subject-matter’ 
means ‘introduction’, i.c. on account of the difference of the intro- 
ductory parts. Thus, having begun with the pranava,—which is a 
part of the udgitha, the object of the action of the singer of the ud- 
githa,—as the object to be worshipped in the text: “Let one meditate 
on the syllable ‘Om’ as the udgitha (Chand. 1.1.1), the text goes on 
to say: “They took the udgitha " (Chand. 1.2.1); and hence in the 
Chandogya, the pranava, a part of the udgitha, is stated as the object 
to be viewed as the vital-breath. In the Vajasaneyaka, on the other 
hand, in accordance with the introductory passage, containing no speci- 


1 §, R, SK. 2 Not quoted by others. 3 R. 

4 I.e. in Chand. 1.6.9 it is said that saman, i.e. the udgitha, is to be 
viewed, i.e. meditated on, as the golden Person within the sun; while in Chand. 
1.9.2 it is said that the udgitha is to bo meditated on as possessed of the attributes 
of boing highor than the high and so on. Now, although in both cases the 
udgitha is the object enjoined to be meditated on, yet as it is to be meditated 
on under two difforent aspects, in the one case as a golden Person and in the other 
as higher than the high and so on,—the two udgitha-meditations are taken to 
be different. In the very same manner, here although the same udgitha is en- 
joined to be meditated on, yet since in the one caso it is to be meditated on as a 
part, in the other as the whole, the two udgitha-meditatons are not identical. 

8B 
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fication, viz. ‘ * Let us overcome (the demons) by the udgitha " ' (Brh. 
1.3.1), the entire udgitha is the object to be viewed as the vital-breath. 
Hence as the introductory parts are different, the objects enjoined too 
must be so; the things enjoined being different, the forms too must 
be so, and on account of that, the vidyàs themselves must be different ; 
just as, even in the same branch !, in spite of the sameness of injunc- 
tions, viz. that the pranava, which is a part of the udgitha, is to 
be viewed as the Highest Self,—the injunction that it is to be viewed 
as the golden Person is different from the injunction that it is to be 
viewed as qualified by the attributes of being higher than the high 
and so on. 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sūtra 8 in his commentary. He begins a new adhikarana 
here (two sütras), concerned with an altogether different topic. It 
has been pointed out in the previous adhikarana that while meditating 
on the Lord, all His attributes are to be combined. Now it is 
pointed out in this adhikarana that that is the case with the svanistha 
devotees only, but in the case of the ekantin devotees, there is no such 
combination. He interprets the word “prakarana”’ in the sūtra as 
“prakrsta karanam", i.e. excellent act, viz. devotion. Hence the 
sutra: “Or (there is) no (combination of attributes in the case of the 
ekàntins) on account of the difference of devotion (i.e. because tho 
devotion of the ekàntins is one-pointed, while that of the svanistha 
is universal), as in the case of being higher than the high, (i.e. just as 
the ekantin worshipper of the golden Person in the sun does not 
combine the qualities of being higher than the high and so on).? 


1 The rule is that meditations are difforent when the objects meditated on 
are different, whether in the same branch or in different branches. If tho objects 
meditated on are not different, then the meditations are identical, in spite of 
repetition, and serve other purposes. See footnote 2, p. 578. 

? G.B. 3.2.8, pp. 122-123, Chap. 3. 
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CORRECT CONCLUSION (continued) 
SÜTRA 8 


"Ir IT BE OBJECTED THAT ON ACCOUNT (OF THE SIMILAR) NAME 
(THERE IS SAMENESS OF THE VIDYAS), (WE REPLY:) THAT HAS 
BEEN SAID, ON THE OTHER HAND, (THERE IS) THAT TOO (I.E. THE 
IDENTITY OF NAMES) (EVEN IN THE ABSENCE OF IDENTITY OF THE 
OBJECTS NAMED).”’ 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“If it be objected that on account of name” the vidyis must be 
identical,—(we reply:) Under the aphorism: ‘Or not, on account of 
the difference of subject-matter” (Br. Si. 3.3.7) it has been shown the 
more identity of names is of no great force. “On the other hand," 
names may be identical even when the subject-matters enjoined are 
different; just as the name ' Agni-hotra' applies to the regular Agni- 
hotra, and to the Agni-hotra which is a part of the ceremony called 
' Kupndapáyinàm ayanam '.1 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be objected that “on account of name", i.e. on account of 
the name ‘udgitha-meditation’, the udgitha-vidyàs are identical— 
(we reply:) The reply to this has been given under the aphorism: 
“Or not, on account of the difference of subject-matter” (Br. Si. 
3.3.7). That is, the difference of vidyas being established on the 
ground of the difference of introductory parts, mere identity of 
names cannot make the vidyàs identical. Moreover, even two dif- 
ferent subject-matters may have identical names, just as the name 
* Agni-hotra' applies to the regular Agni-hotra and to the Agni-hotra 
which is a part of the ceremony called 'Kunda-pàyinàm ayanam’, 
and just as the First-Day sacrifice is to be observed both in the 
Twelve-Days’ sacrifice and in the Gavàmayana sacrifice. 


1 A particular religious ceremony in which ewers or pitchers are used for 
drinking. 
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COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sütra 9 in his commentary. Here he concludes the topic 
that in the case of the ekantin devotees, there is no combination of 
all the attributes of the Lord. Hence the sūtra: “If it be objected 
that on account of (the similarity of) name (i.e. because both the 
svanistha and ekantin are called ‘worshipper of Brahman’) (the 
ekàntin, too, must be called ‘ worshipper of Brahman’) (the ekantin, 
too, must meditate on all the attributes of the Lord), (we reply:) 
that has been said (under the previous sütra), on the contrary, there 
is that!". "Thatis, there is an instance to the effect, viz. the meditation 
on the golden Person? and that on the ether? have both the name 
‘udgitha-meditation’, yet the attributes of the one are not combined 
in the other. 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (end) 
SÜTRA 9 


* AND ON ACCOUNT OF UNIVERSALITY, (IT IS) APPROPRIATE.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


As the pranava, mentioned in the beginning, is the object to be 
meditated on, in all the udgitha-meditations in the Chandogya, it 
is appropriate" that the word ‘udgitha’, mentioned in the middle. 
in the text: “They took the udgitha" (Chand. 1.2.1), too should 
really imply the pranava. In the Chandogya the pranava, a part 
of the udgitha, is to be meditated on under the aspect of the vital- 
breath; in the Vajasaneyaka, the entire udgitha,—as such, the vidyàs 
are different. 


Vedànta-kaustubha 
In the first chapter of the Chàndogya, various udgitha-meditations 
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1 G.B. 3.3.9, pp. 123-124, Chap. 3. 
2 Chānd. 1.6.9. 3 Chānd. 1.9.2. 
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are mentioned. Now, the pranava,—introduced in the text: “Let one 
meditate on the syllable ‘Om’ as the udgitha" (Chand. 1.1.1),— 
is the common object to be meditated on as a part of the udgitha. 
So it is “appropriate” that the word ‘udgitha’, mentioned in the 
middle in the text: “Then, forsooth, the gods took the udgitha" 
(Chand. 1.2.1), too should really imply the pranava. It is often found 
that a word denoting the whole denotes its parts, as e.g. when one 
part of a piece of cloth is burnt, it is said that the cloth is 
burnt. This being so, in the Chandogya, the pranava alone, denoted 
by the term ‘udgitha’ and a part of the udgitha, is the object to be 
meditated on under the aspect of the vital-breath. In Vajasaneyaka, 
by the term ‘udgitha’ the entire udgitha, that which the singer of the 
udgitha sings, is to be understood, i.e. that alone is to be meditated on 
under the aspect of the vital-breath. Hence, it is established that 
the udgitha-meditation mentioned in the Chandogya is different from 
the udgitha-meditation mentioned in the Vajasaneyaka. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘Difference " (2). 


— oe ne e a — 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


They take it as an adhikarana by itself. Interpretation different, 
viz. It is said in the Chandogya (1.1.1) that the ‘Om’ is to be medi- 
tated on as the udgitha. Here the Om and the udgitha are designated 
ay standing in a relation of co-ordination (simanadhikarana). Now 
the problem is what exactly this co-ordination between the two 
implies,—whether adhyasa or conscious voluntary super-imposition 
of one object upon another and thereby thinking the two as identical ; 
apavada or büdha, i.e. the negation of the former false knowledge of 
a thing by the latter correct knowledge; or finally visésana, i.e. quali- 
fication, distinguishing the thing qualified from other things. The 
last is the correct view. The udgitha here*specializes and thereby 
restricts the Om which extends over the entire Veda,—i.e. only that 
Om which is a part of the udgitha is to be meditated on here and not 
the Om which extends over the entire Veda. Hence the sūtra: “On 
account of the extension (of the Om to the entire Veda), (the view 
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that the term udgitha expresses a specialization of the Om is) appro- 
priate ".! 
Srikantha 

He too takes this sütra as forming an adhikarana by itself. 
Interpretation different, viz. In the text: “Let one meditate on the 
syllable Om, the udgitha’’ (Chand. 1.1.1), the Om and the udgitha 
are mentioned separately. ‘The problem is whether they are to be 
meditated on separately or co-ordinately. 'Phe prima facie view is 
that they are to be meditated on separately, since they are mentioned 
separately. But the correct conclusion is that the udgitha qualifies 
the pranava and as such the pranava is the object to be meditated 
on here. Hence the sūtra: “And on account of the universality (of 
the pranava as the object to be meditated on), (the view that the 
pranava is qualified by the udgitha is) appropriate". That is, just as 
the pranava is designated as the object to be meditated on in the 
introductory passage, so in the subsequent passages too. Hence 
here the object to be meditated is the pranava as qualified by the 
udgitha, and not the pranava and the udgitha.? 


Baladeva 


This is sūtra 10 in his commentary. He takes this sūtra as forming 
an adhikarana by itself, concerned with the question whether the 
attributes of infancy and the like too are to be included in the medi- 
tations on Him. Hence the sūtra: “ And on account of all-pervasive- 
ness, (this is) consistent ". That is, the Lord is all-pervading in spite 
of His states of infancy and the like, since He is not limited by those 
attributes of infancy and so on. Hence the meditation on the Lord 
as possessed of these attributes is perfectly consistent.3 


1 S.B. 3.3.9, pp. 766 ff.; Bh. B. 3.3.9, pp. 177-178. 
2 Sk. B. 3.3.9, pp. 296-298, Part 9. 
3 G.B. 3.3.10, pp. 127-128, Chap. 3. 
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Adhikarana 3: The section entitled “Non- 
difference of everything”. (Sütra 10) 


SÜTRA 10 


“ON ACCOUNT OF THE NON-DIFFERENCE OF EVERYTHING (I.E. 
EVERYWHERE, VIZ. CHANDOGYA AND BRHADARANYAKA), THOSE 
(QUALITIES ARE TO BE INSERTED) ELSEWHERE (VIZ. IN THE 
KAUSITAKI)." 

Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


In the Chàndogya as well as in the Vajasaneyaka, under the 
dialogue of the sense-organs, the vital-breath, endowed with the 
attributes of being the oldest and the best, is designated as the object 
to be worshipped, and also speech and the rest are designated as 
possessed of the attributes of being the richest and so on; and those 
attributes are ascribed to the vital-breath. In the dialogue of the 
sense-organs in the Kausitaki, on the other hand, the attributes of 
Speech and the rest are stated, but are not ascribed to the vital- 
breath. With regard to it, we reply: “ Elsewhere”, i.e. in the dialogue 
of the sense-organs in the Kausitaki as well, they are to be ascribed 
to the vital-breath, as in all the three dialogues speech and the rest 
are said to be under the control of the vital-breath,—which is the cause 
of the seniority and excellence of the latter. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


While in one place (viz. in the Brhadaranyaka) the word ‘udgitha’ 
refers to the whole, in another place (viz. in the Chandogya) it refers 
to a part only and as such does not relate to the whole, —hence the 
two udgitha-meditations are different. Likewise since in some cases 
the vital-breath is designated as endowed with the attributes of being 
the richest and the like, in some cases, again, not so endowed, the medi- 
tations on the vital-breath too are different,—the author is refuting 
this view now by the maxim of the combination of special features.! 

In the dialogue of the sense-organs, the Chandogas as well as the 
Vajasaneyins demonstrate the vital-breath, endowed with the attri- 
butes of being the oldest and the best, as the object to be worshipped 
thus: “He who, verily, knows the oldest and the best, becomes, for- 


1 Designated under Br. Sù. 3.3.5. 
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sooth, the oldest and the best of his own people. The vital-breath, 
verily, is the oldest and the best" (Brh. 6.1.11) and so on; and they 
demonstrate the attributes of speech and the rest, such as: being the 
richest and so on, thus: -“‘These divinities, verily, disputed for self- 
superiority" ? and so on, “Disputing for self-superiority" (Brh. 
6.1.7 3) and so on; as well as establish the excellence of the vital- 
breath on the ground that speech and the rest and the body have their 
existence as well as activities under the control of the vital-breath; 
and finally ascribe the attributes of speech and the rest, such as, 
being the richest and so on, to the vital-breath, the oldest and the 
best, thus: “Then, verily, speech said to him: ‘If I am the richest, 
you are the richest ' " (Chand. 5.1.13 4) and soon. Thus, according 
to them, the object to be worshipped is the vital-breath, endowed 
with the attributes of being the oldest, the best, the richest and so on, 
as subserving speech and the rest. 

In the dialogues of the sense-organs in the branches of the 
Kausitaki and the rest, on the other hand, the excellence of the vital- 
breath is demonstrated, but the attributes of speech and the rest 
are not ascribed to it (Kaus. 2.14). 

The attributes in question are those belonging to speech, the eye, 
the ear and the mind,—namely, being the richest being the support, 
being prosperity and being the abode (respectively), to be known from 
the following texts: “He who, verily, knows the richest . . . . Speech, 
forsooth, is the richest" (Brh. 6.1.2; Chand. 5.1.2) “He who, 
verily, knows the support . . . . The eye, forsooth, is the support " 
(Brh. 6.1.3; Chand. 5.1.3), "He who, verily, knows prosperity . ... 
The ear, verily, is prosperity” (Brh. 6.1.4; Chand. 4.1.4), “He who, 
verily, knows the abode .... The mind, verily, is the abode” 
(Brh. 6.15; Chand. 5.1.5) and so on. 

On the doubt, viz. whether these attributes are to be included in 
the meditations on the vital-breath of the Kausitakins, or not, the 


1 An exactly similar passage—omitting only the word ‘svaéném’, is Chand. 
5.1.1. 

2 This is evidently a mis-quotation, since it is traceable neither in tho 
Chànd. nor in the Brh. 

3 Cf. Chand. 5.1.6.—' Now the sense-organs disputed among themselves 
about self-superiority.”’ 

4 Cf. Brh. 6.1.4.— “She (i.e. speech) said: ‘ Verily, wherein I am the richest, 
therein you are the richest’.”’ 
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prima facie view is that since they have not been mentioned in those 
scriptural texts as belonging to the vital-breath, they are not to be 
so included. 

With regard to it, we reply: “These,” i.e. the attributes of being 
richest and the best belonging to speech and so on, are to be accepted 
as belonging to the vital-breath, “elsewhere” than in the Chandogya 
and the rest, i.c. in the meditations on the vital-breath of the Kausi- 
takins as well. Why? “On account of the non-difference of every- 
thing," i.e. because in all the threo dialogues the cause of the seniority 
and excellence of the vital-breath, the object to be meditated on, is the 
very same. Just as in the meditations on the vital-breath in the 
Chandogya and the rest, the dependence of speech and the rest and of 
the body on the vital-breath, as well as the connection of the vital- 
breath with the attributes of being the richest and the rest have been 
stated with a view to establishing the seniority and excellence of the 
vital-breath,—so in the meditations on the vital-breath in the Kausitaki 
too, the attributes of speech and the rest, such as being the richest and 
80 on, have been stated with the same view to establishing the seniority 
and excellence of the vital.breath. The text: “Then these divi- 
nities said to Father Prajapati: ‘Who among us is the best?’ He, 
Prajapati, said: ‘That one among you, on whose departure the body 
appears to be most miserable, is the best’. Then speech went out ’’,! 
and so on, shows that speech and the rest, their attributes, as well as 
the body depend on the vital-breath. Here, their own attributes of 
being the richest and the rest are not attributed to the vital-breath 
by speech and the rest. Hence they are to be ascribed to the 
vital-breath,—this is established. 


Here ends the section entitled “ Non-difference of everything ” (3). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara, Bhàskara and Srikantha 


The interpretation of the phrase: “Sarvābhedāt” different, viz. 
"on account of the non-difference of the prüna-vidyà in the three 
Upanisads". That is, the meditation on the vital-breath is every- 
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1 Cf. the very similar passages in Chand. 5.1.7—5.1.8. 
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where the same, and hence the special features mentioned in one place 
are to be ascribed to others.! 


Baladeva 

This is sūtra 11 in his commentary. He takes this sutra as 
forming an adhikarana by itself, concerned with an entirely different 
topic, viz. the acts of the Lord. Hence the sütra: “(The acts of the 
Lord, viz. the deeds performed by him in His infancy and so on are 
eternal) on account of the non-difference of all (viz. of the Lord and 
His companions) they (manifest themselves) elsewhere (i.e. in another 
place and time)". That is, the Lord and His companions, viz. the 
freed souls, exist subsequently in other places and times and enact 
the same parts. In this sense, those acts of the Lord which He 
performs through His cit-éakti are eternal, while those acts which 
He performs through matter and so on are non-eternal.? 


Adhikarana 4: The soction entitled “Bliss”. 
(Sütras 11-17) 
SÜTRA 11 
"BLiss AND THE REST (ARE TO BE UNDERSTOOD EVERYWHERE), 
(ON ACCOUNT OF THE NON-DIFFERENCE) OF THE CHIEF." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The substratum of attributes (viz. Brahman) being the same, 
the attributes like “bliss and the rest” are to be inserted in all the 
meditations on the Highest. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now, the question of the combination of the essential attributes 
of Brahman is being considered. 

The phrase: ‘On account of non-difference’ is to be supplied (from 
the preceding aphorism). On the doubt, viz. whether the attributes 
of Brahman, such as, bliss and the rest, are to be included in 
all meditations on Brahman or not—the suggestion is: these attributes 
are not to be so included, because the texts of every Vedanta are 
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1 §.B. 3.3.10, p. 770; Bh. B. 3.3.10, p. 171; SK. B. 3.3.10, pp. 298 ff. 
2 G.B. 3.3.11, pp. 130-133, Chap. 3. 
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complete by themselves and do not require other texts to complete 
their meaning; because there is no restriction with regard to the 
inclusion of qualities not mentioned in a particular section; and 
because the meditating devotees can attain their goals from that very 
knowledge which they derive from a particular section where certain 
attributes are recorded,— 

We reply: On account of the sameness “of the chief ", i.e. as 
Brahman, the substratum of attributes, is the common object to be 
meditated on in all these Brahma-vidyàs, His attributes, viz. “bliss 
and the rest", are to be comprised everywhere. It being impossible 
for texts to have a complete sense in isolation, the attributes, not 
mentioned in a particular section, should, nevertheless, be inserted 
there from another section for the benefit of meditating devotees. 


Baladeva 


This is sütra 12 in his commentary. He takes this sütra as 
forming an adhikarana by itself. Interpretation same. 


SÜTRA 12 


"(THERE IS) NO RELEVANCY OF (THE ATTRIBUTES OF) HAVING 
JOY FOR THE HEAD AND THE REST, FOR (THERE WILL BE) IN- 
OREASE AND DECREASE (ON THE PART OF BRAHMAN) IF (THERE 
BE) DIFFERENCE (OF LIMBS ON HIS PART)." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The attributes of having joy for the head and the rest do not 
constitute the essential nature and attributes of the Highest,—since 
"if there be difference’’ of limbs like the head and the rest, then 
there will result increase and decrease on the part of Brahman. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. then, on account of the non-difference of 
Brahman, the attributes, mentioned in the Taittiriya-text: “Of him 
joy alone is the head, delight the right wing, excessive delight the 
left wing, bliss the soul, Brahman the tail, the foundation” (Tait. 
2.5), too should be comprised everywhere like His essential attributes 
of bliss and the rest,—the author replies: 
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The attributes of having joy for the head and the rest are not 
necessary for a clear understanding of the nature and attributes of 
Brahman,—since they are not His essential attributes. Otherwise, “if 
there be difference" of limbs like the head and the rest, then there must 
be “increase and decrease’’ on the part of Brahman. If that be so, 
texts like “Brahman is truth, knowledge, infinite" (Tait. 2.1) will 
come to be contradicted. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhàskara 


The interpretation of the last portion, viz. "upacayápacayau hi 
bhede"' different, viz. “‘because increase and decrease are possible 
only if there be difference ". That is, lower and higher degrees like 
joy, delight, excessive delight, bliss and so on, which are all different, 
are possible only if there be a plurality of beings, i.e. only on the part 
of ordinary enjoyers, (and hence they are not possible on the part of 
Brahman who is one only). 

Srikantha 


He takes this sütra as forming an adhikarana by itself. 


SÜTRA 13 


* BUT THE OTHER (ATTRIBUTES ARE TO BE COMBINED), ON ACCOUNT 
OF THE SAMENESS OF THE PURPORT." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“But” as the substratum of attributes (viz. Brahman) is the 
same everywhere, the attributes like bliss and the rest are to be 
combined. 

Vedanta-kaustubha 


“ But” bliss and the rest, “other” than (the attributes of) having 
the joy as the head and so on, are to be supplied everywhere, “on 
account of the sameness of the purport”, ie. “on account of the 
sameness”, i.e. identity everywhere, “of the purport”, i.e. of the 
object to be demonstrated, viz. Brahman, the substratum of attributes. 
As He is not described as a person everywhere, so those (attributes 
of having the joy for the head and so on), if applied (everywhere), 
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would be purposeless. In order that there may be a clear 
knowledge of the real nature of Brahman, bliss and the rest are to 
be comprised everywhere, as they are connected with the real 
nature of Brahman. This aphorism is meant for indicating the 
reason why bliss and the rest should be included everywhere, and 
also for suggesting that it is simply meaningless to include others 
everywhere. 


COMPARISON 
Rāmānuja and Srikantha 


Interpretation of the phrase: “artha-simanyat different, viz. 
“on account of (their) equality with the object itself". "That is, the 
attributes of bliss and the rest, determining the very nature of the 
thing (viz. Brahman) are similar to the thing itself and are accordingly 
included in all meditations just like the thing itself.1 


Baladeva 


This is sūtra 14 in his commentary. Literal interpretation 
different, though the conclusion is the same. Thus: “ But others 
(i.e. the other attributes mentioned in the Taittiriya) (are to be com- 
bined everywhere), on account of the sameness of the result". "That 
is, the meditation on Brahman, as possessed of the attributes of all- 
pervasiveness and the rest, mentioned in the Taittiriya, leads to the 
attainment of Brahman, just as the meditation on Him as possessed 
of other attributes, mentioned in other Vedantas, does.2 


SÜTRA 14 


“(THE DESIGNATION OF BRAHMAN AS HAVING JOY FOR HIS HEAD 
AND SO ON IS) FOR THE PURPOSE OF MEDITATION, ON ACCOUNT OF 
THE ABSENCE OF (ANOTHER) PURPOSE." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The designation: “Of him, joy alone is the head"' (Tait. 2.5 3) 
and so on, on the other hand, serve the purpose of meditation, “on 
account of the absence of " any other “purpose”. 

1 Sri. B. 3.3.13, p. 277, Part 1; Sk. B. 3.3.13, Part 9. 

2 G.B. 3.3.14, p. 137, Chap. 3. 3 R. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


In that case, the teaching of the attributes of having joy for 
the head and the rest will have no meaning,—to this the author 
replies: 

The teaching, concerned. with determining Brahman as a person, 
viz. “Of him, joy alone is the head” (Tait. 2.5) and so on, on the other 
hand, is “for the purpose of meditation", i.e. for the sake of 
helping easy comprehension. ‘That is, in the absence of any other 
purpose, this alone is the purpose of such a designation. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


They begin a new adhikarana here (two sütras), concerned with 
an entirely different topic, viz. a discussion about a text in the Katho- 
panisad. Thus, in Katha 3.10—3.11 it is said that sense-objects are 
higher than the sense-organs, the mind is higher than the sense-objects 
and so on and finally the Person is said to be the highest of all. The 
question is as to whether each of these, viz. sense-objects and so on, 
is high or only the Person. ‘The answer is given in this sūtra thus: 
“(The Person alone is designated as the High) for the purpose of 
meditation, (and not others) on account of the absence of purpose ”. 
That is, there is no necessity for designating the sense-objects, the 
sense-organs and the rest as high, while there is such a necessity for 
designating the Person as high, viz.—meditation.1 


Srikantha 


He also begins a new adhikarana here (four sütras), concerned 
with the question, viz. whether the self consisting of food and the 
rest (Tait. 2.2 ff.) too are to be meditated on constantly as the self 
consisting of bliss is. The answer is: "(They are not to be meditated 
on constantly) on account of the absence of purpose (for such medi- 
tations)”. That is, the meditations on the self consisting of food and 
the rest have a purpose only so long as the self consisting of bliss is 
not reached. But when it is reached, they become meaningless. 
Hence, such meditations are not to be practised perpetually.? 

1 S.B. 3.3.14, pp. 773-774; Bh. B. 3.3.14, p. 180. 

2 SK. B. 3.3.14. 
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SOTRA 15 


“ON ACCOUNT OF THE TERM ‘SELF’ ALSO." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


As head, wings and the rest cannot possibly belong to the soul, 
designated thus: “Another internal self ” (Tait. 2.5), that designation 
serves the purpose of meditation on Him. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


That the designation: “ Joy alone is the head” (Tait. 2.5) in the 
beginning of the text about that which consists of bliss serves the 
purpose of meditation and is concerned only with demonstrating 
(Brahman) as a person, is ascertained ' from the term ‘self’ also ” 
Thus, as head of the form of joy, wings and the rest cannot 
possibly belong to an object, which is denoted by the term ‘self’ in 
the text: “Another internal self is that which consists of bliss" 
(Tait. 2.5), and the real nature of which is different from joy, 
delight, excessive delight and the rest,—it is merely for helping one 
to meditate on the self that in the text: “Of him, joy alone is the 
head” (Tait. 2.5) (the self) is designated as a person,—this is known 
from the term ‘self’ as well. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhàskara 


They conclude here the discussion about the above Katha-text. 
The immediately following passage designates the Person as the self. 
This also proves that the Person alone is intended to be designated 
as high. The designation of the rest as high is simply for the purpose 
of showing the supremacy of the Person. 


Srikantha 


He continues the topic whether the selves consisting of food, 
consisting of the vital-breath and the rest are to be meditated on 
perpetually or not, and gives the second reason why they are not to 
be so meditated here. The term ‘self’ is applied to each of the selves, 
consisting of food and so on. This shows that these denote the pre- 
dd deities of food and the rest. Now, Brahman alone is to be 
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1 S.B. 3.3.15, p. 774; Bh. B. dde 180. 
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meditated on and not any other deity. For this reason too the 
selves consisting of food and so on are not to be meditated on.! 


SUTRA 16 


“(THERE IS THE) UNDERSTANDING OF THE SELF (IN THE TAITTI- 
RIYA) AS IN OTHER (PLACES), ON ACCOUNT OF WHAT FOLLOWS.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


In the text: “Another internal self " (Tait. 2.52), by the term 
‘self’ there is the "understanding of " the Supreme Soul alone, just 
as in the passage: “The soul, verily, was this, one alone, in the begin- 
ning " (Ait. Ar. 2.4.13), by the term ‘self’ the Supreme Self alone is 
meant. Further, another text too, subsequent to the text about that 
which consists of bliss, viz. “He desired: ‘May I be many’ ” (Tait. 
2.5 4), supports this meaning. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. Since we know that in the preceding cases 
the term ‘self’ refers to what is not the self, it cannot be said that in 
the text: “Another internal self is that which consists of bliss"' (Tait. 
2.5) the term ‘self’ refers to the Self,—the author replies: 

In the text: ‘Another internal self" (Tait. 2.5), by the term 
‘self’ there is the “understanding of the self", i.e. the apprehension 
of the self, or the Supreme Soul alone. *' As in other (places)," i.e. 
just as in a text other than the text: “Another internal self is that 
which consists of bliss” (Tait. 2.5),—viz. in the Aitareya-text: “The 
self, verily, was this, one alone, in the beginning, there was nothing 
else blinking. He thought: ‘Shall I create worlds?’ He created 
these worlds” (Ait. Ar. 2.4.1), by the term ‘self’ the Soul is under- 
stood, so is the case here. This is definitely ascertained also from a 
text which is subsequent to the text concerned with the soul 
consisting of bliss, viz. from the text: “He desired: ‘May I be many’ " 
(Tait. 2.6). 


1 SK. B. 3.3.15, p. 309, Part 9. 2 R, 
3 P. 118. í R, 
9 


(sd. 3. 3. 17. 
604 VEDANTA-PARIJATA-SAURABHA ADH. 4.] 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


They begin a new adhikarana here (two sütras), concerned with 
a different problem, viz. a discussion about a passage in the Aitareya- 
aranyaka (2.4.1). The question is as to whether the term ‘self’ in 
this passage stands for Brahman or for Hiranyagarbha. The answer 
is: “(There is) the understanding of the self (i.e. Brahman) (by the 
term ‘self’ in the passage), as in other (places) (i.e. in Tait. 2.1, etc.), 
on account of what follows (i.e. the word ‘perceives’)’’.? 


Srikantha 


He continues the above topic, viz. whether the selves consisting 
of food and so on are to be meditated on or not. 'lhe answer is that 
as the self consisting of bliss is nothing but the Supreme Brahman, 
that alone is to be meditated on and not the other selves. Hence the 
stitra: “(In Tait. 2.5 by the term ‘self’ there is) the understanding 
of the self (i.e. Brahman), as in other places (i.e. in Tait. 2.1, etc.), 
(this is known also) from what follows". Thus, literal interpretation 
is the same, though import different.? 


SÜTRA 17 


* [F IT BE OBJECTED: ON ACCOUNT OF THE CONNECTION (OF THE 
TERM ‘SELF’ WITH WHAT IS NOT-SELF, THERE IS NO UNDERSTANDING 
OF SELF HERE, WE REPLY:) THERE MAY BE (SUCH AN UNDERSTAND- 
ING), ON ACCOUNT OF ASCERTAINMENT.”’ 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If it be objected that since the term ‘self’ is found to refer to 
the vital-breath and the rest in the previous cases, in the text: “The 
self, consisting of bliss" (Tait. 2.58), the Supreme Self is not meant 
by the term ‘self’—(we reply:) "There may be” indeed such an 
understanding by that term,—as we know that in the previous cases 


1 S.B. 3.3.16, pp. 775 ff.; Bh. B. 3.3.16, p. 180. 
2 SK. B. 3.3.16, pp. 309-310, Part 9. 

3 Not quoted by others. 
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too, the term ‘self’ refers to the not-self simply because those not- 
selves are viewed as the Supreme Self. 


-Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be objected that as in the previous cases, e.g. in the text: 
“Another internal self is that which consists of the vital-breath”’ 
(Tait. 2.2) and so on, the term ‘self’ refers to the not-self, so in the 
text: ‘Another internal self is that which consists of bliss" (Tait. 2.5) 
the Highest Self is not referred to by the term ‘selt’,— 

(We reply:) "There may be" indeed the apprehension of the 
Highest Self by the term ‘self’. Why?  ''On account of ascertain- 
ment." That is, we have, first, in mind the idea of the Highest Self, 
mentioned previously in the passage: “From him, verily, the ether 
arose" (Tait. 2.1); then, with a view to determining His nature and 
attributes, the term ‘self’ is made to refer to the selves consisting of 
food and so on, simply because they are viewed as the Highest Self.! 
Hence it is established that attributes like bliss and the rest alone are 
to be combined for the sake of determining the real nature of the 
substratum of attributes (viz. Brahman), and not those of having joy 
for the head and the like which are not His (essential) attributes. 


Here ends the section entitled “Bliss” (4). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhàskara 


Here they conclude the discussion about the above Aitareya- 
āraņyaka text. “If it be objected that on account of the connected 
meaning (of the passage as a whole, i.e. because of the reference to 
the creation of the world and so on, Hiranyagarbha is here denoted 
by the term 'self?), (we reply:) there may be (the understanding of 
Brahman here) on account of ascertainment (viz. that the self is said 
to be the one)." 2 
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1 I.e. right from the beginning of the section we get the idea that the 
Highest Self is the topic of discussion, and hence the subsequent references to 
the not-self in the chapter are made with the Highest Self in mind. 

2 S.B. 3.3.17, pp. 777-778; Bh. B. 3.3.17, pp. 180-181. For Samkara’s 
alternative explanation of these two sütras, vide S.B. 3.3.17, pp. 338 ff. 
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Srikantha 


Here he concludes the discussion as to whether the selves consisting 
of food and the rest are to be meditated on or not. Hence the sūtra: 
“Tf it be objected that on account of the connection (of the term) 
‘self’ with the selves consisting of food and so on, these latter too are 
to be meditated on like the self consisting of bliss, (we reply:) there 
must be the meditation on the self consisting of bliss alone), on account 
of ascertainment, (i.e. because the self consisting of bliss is known to 
be different from the other selves)".! 


Adhikarana 5: The section entitled “The tell- 
ing of a thing to be done”. (Sūtra 18) 


SUTRA 18 


"ON ACCOUNT OF THE TELLING OF A THING TO BE DONE, (ALREADY 
ESTABLISHED BY SMRTI AND CUSTOM,) (THAT IS NOT ENJOINED 
BY THE TEXT HERE, BUT) SOMETHING NEW, (I.E. THE MEDITATION 
ON WATER AS THE DRESS OF THE VITAL-BREATH.”’ 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


In the text: “He should rinse the mouth with water when about 
to eat, and should rinse the mouth with water when he has eaten. 
Thus indeed he makes the breath non-naked" (Sat. Br. 14.9.2, 152), 
the meditation on water as forming the dress of the vital-breath, not 
mentioned before, is enjoined, there being only a re-mention here, 
on the other hand, of the rinsing of the mouth with water, already 
established by Smrti and custom.$ 
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1 SK. B. 3.3.17, p. 310. Part 9. 

2 P. 1103, line 7. 8, R, Bh, SK. 

3 Le. the ordinary practice of rinsing the mouth with water before and after 
meals is not enjoined by Scripture here, since it is already enjoined by Smrti 
and custom and Scripture does not enjoin what has already been enjoined. 
Hence the text simply re-mentions this ordinary custom, but does not enjoin 
it. What it enjoins here is something new, viz. the meditation on water as the 
dress of the vital-breath. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now a particular subsidiary part of the above-mentioned medita- 
tion on the vital-breath:is being considered. In the Vajasaneyaka 
it is said that the vital-breath asked speech and the rest: ‘ What is 
my food, what is my dress?” (Brh. 6.1.14; Sat. Br. 14.9.2, 14 1), 
They replied: ‘“‘ Whatever there is here, as far as dogs, worms, crawling 
and flying insects,—that is your food; water is your dress" ' (Brh. 
6.1.14; Sat. Br. 14.9.2, 14). After that we read: “Those versed in the 
Veda who know this rinse the mouth with water when they are about 
to eat, and rinse the mouth with water when they have eaten. So 
indeed they think that they are making the breath non-naked" 
(Brh. 6.1.14), “Hence he who knows this should rinse the mouth with 
water when about to eat and should rinse the mouth with water when 
he has eaten. Thus indeed he makes the breath non-naked ” (Sat. 
Br. 14.9.2, 15). 

In the very same manner, we read the following in the Chàndogya 
as well: “He said: ‘What will be my dress!’ ‘Water,’ they said. 
Hence, verily, those who are about to eat clothe it before and after 
with water. It is accustomed to receive’ à dress; it becomes non- 
naked" (Chand. 5.2.2). 

Here the doubt is as to whether here the rinsing of the mouth is 
enjoined or the meditation on water as forming the dress of the vital- 
breath, while there is simply a re-mention of the rinsing of the mouth. 
If it be suggested: As in the text: “So indeed he makes the 
breath non-naked"' (Sat. Br. 14.9.2, 15), there is no mention of an 
injunctive form referring to the meditation on water as forming the 
dress of the vital-breath, and as in this text: “He should rinse 
the mouth with water when about to eat"' (Sat. Br. 14.9.2, 15), there 
is the mention of an injunctive form, it is the rinsing of the mouth 
that is enjoined here, and water is designated as forming the dress 
of the vital-breath for glorifying the rinsing of the mouth.— 

We reply: It is the meditation on water as forming the dress of 
the vital-breath—which is “something new’’, i.e. is something not 
mentioned before,—that is alone enjoined here. For this very reason 
there is the mention of clothing only ? in the Chandogya: ' They 


1 P. 1103, line 3. 
2 And no mention of the rinsing of the mouth with water. 
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clothe it with water" (Chànd. 5.2.2). From the circumstance also 
of its being found together with the meditation on food as far as dogs 
and so on, (enjoined) in the text: “As far as dogs" (Brh. 6.1.14; 
Sat. Br. 14.9.2, 14), it is known that the meditation on (water) as form- 
ing the dress (of the vital-breath) alone is what is enjoined here, but 
the rinsing of the mouth with water is not what is enjoined.! Why? 
“On account of the telling of a thing to be done,” i.e. because of the 
telling, i.e. mention, of a thing to be done, i.e. of a duty to be performed 
daily, already established by Smrti and custom, and simply re-men- 
tioned in the meditation on the vital-breath, as well for the sake of 
laying down a clothing of the vital-breath. Hence it is established 
that the meditation on the rinsing-water as forming the dress of the 
vital.breath is enjoined here as a subsidiary part of the meditation 
on the vital-breath, while there is simply a re-mention of the act of 
rinsing the mouth with water. 


Here ends the section entitled “The telling of a thing to be 
. done” (5). 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sūtra 19 in his commentary. He also takes this sūtra 
as forming an adhikarana by itself, though concerned with an entirely 
different topic, viz. the designation of the Lord as Father. He inter- 
prets the word “apirva”’ in the sūtra as: similar (“a”) to what 
precedes (^pürva"). Hence the sūtra: ‘ (The attributes of fatherhood 
and the like), similar to the preceding ones (viz. bliss, and so on) 
(are to be comprised in all meditations on Brahman), on account of the 


1 I.e. the preceding passage: “Whatever there is here, as far as dogs . . , 
that is your food”, does not enjoin the use of the food of all kinds,—since that 
would be contrary to Scripture and impossible,—but merely enjoins the medita- 
tion on all food as the food of the vital-breath. Therefore, we must conclude 
that the text: “Water is your dress" also, which forms the immediate conti- 
nuation of the above passage, does not onjoin the act of rinsing the mouth with 
water, but only the meditation on water as forming the dress of the vital-breath. 
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statement of the effect, (i.e. the fruit, i.e. because such meditations 
also lead to salvation)’’.} 


Adhikarana 6: The section entitled “In the 
same". (Sūtra 19) 


SÜTRA 19 


"IN THE SAME (BRANCH) TOO, (IT IS) THUS, (LE. THERE IS 
IDENTITY OF VIDYAS), ON ACCOUNT OF NON-DIFFERENCE.” 


e 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


In a branch of the Vajasaneyins,? i.e. in the ‘Mystery of fire’,? 
viz. in the section which beginning: “Let one meditate on truth as 
Brahman” (Sat. Br. 10.6.3, 1 4), continues: “Let one meditate on the 
self, consisting of mind" (Sat. Br. 10.6.3, 2 5) and so on; as well as in 
the Brhadaranyaka text: ‘‘This person consists of mind ” (Brh. 5.6.1 9), 
the meditation taught by Sandilya is recorded. And just as the 
vidyàs, mentioned in different branches, are identical owing to the 
identity of the objects meditated on, so the Sandilya-vidyas, though 
mentioned in the same branch, are identical. The vidyàs being the 
same, their special features are to be combined together. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now (the author) ‘points out the identity of the meditations 
intuited by Sandilya. 

The meditation taught by Sandilya is recorded in the ‘Mystery 
of Fire’ in a branch of the Vajasaneyins thus: “Let one meditate on 
truth as Brahman. Now, verily, this person consists of thought. 


G.B. 3.3.19, pp. 143-144, Chap. 3. 

The followers of the white Yajur-veda. 

The name of the tenth book of the Satapatha-brahmana. 
P. 806, line 14. R, Bh. 

8, R, Bh, Sk. 

Op. cit. 

Vide V.P.S. 3.3.2. 
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With whatever thought he departs from this world, that he becomes 
on departing to the other world. Let him meditate on the self, consist- 
ing of mind, having the breath for its body, of the form of light, 
having true resolves, having the ether for its soul” 1 (Sat. Br. 10.6.3, 
1-22). In that very branch, i.e. in the Brhadaranyaka, that medita- 
tion is recorded once again thus: “ This person within this heart 
consists of mind, is of the nature of light, is like a grain of rice or a 
barley-corn. He, verily, is the ruler of all, the Lord of all, governs 
all this, whatsoever there is " (Brh. 5.6.1). 


Here the doubt is as to whether the two vidyás mentioned 
in the ‘Mystery of Fire’ and Brhadáranyaka are identical or not. 
The suggestion being that on account of repetition the vidyàs aro 
different, just as on account of the five-fold repetition, the preliminary 
offerings are so,— 


We reply: Just as the vidyas mentioned in different branches are 
the same, and consequently their special features are combined, so “in 
the same”, i.e. in the same branch, the vidyàs are identical, and conse- 
quently their special features are combined. Why? “On account of 
non-difference," i.e. because of the identity, in both the places, 
of the objects to be meditated on, viz. (the selves) endowed with the 
attributes of consisting of mind and the rest. 


If it be objected: There may be identity of vidyàs in both the cases, 
and the combination of the attributes like ‘being the ruler of all’ and 
so on. But the laying down, over again, of (the attributes like) 
‘consisting of mind’ and the rest does not stand to reason,—for if 
there be the laying down of the unknown attributes in one pladat then 
the realization of our purpose results simply through a combination 
of them elsewhere.3— 


1 The phrase ‘having the ether for its soul’ is put immediately after ‘of 
the form of light’. The text really is: '*. .. . having the form of light, having 
the ether for its soul, changing its shape at will, swift as thought, having true 
resolves, having true purposes . . . ."' 

2 P. 806, lines 14-16. Cf. a very similar Sàndilya-vidyà in Chand. 
3.14.1-4. 

3 I.e. the attributes like ‘being the ruler of all’, etc., mentioned in the Brh., 
but not in the Sat. Br.,—are to be inserted in the latter, and as such they serve 
a useful purpose. But the attributes like ‘consisting of mind’, etc.—mentioned 
in both the Brh. and Sat. Br.—are mere useless repetitions, serving no purpose. 
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We reply: No, because the mention of several already-mentioned 
attributes serves the purpose of recognition.! Hence it is established 
that in both cases the vidyàs are identical. 


Here ends the section entitled “In the same” (6). 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sūtra 20 in his commentary. He takes this sūtra as forming 
an adhikarana by itself, concerned with the problem whether the Lord 
is to be meditated on as a pure soul or as possessed of a body. The 
prima facie view is that He is to be meditated on as a pure soul only, 
for if one is to meditate on the form of the Lord, then he will have to 
meditate on His eye sometimes, on His ears sometimes and so on and 
as such no uniform and uninterrupted flow of the devotional sentiment, 
which alone is the means to salvation, will be possible. The answer 
is given in this sūtra. He reads 'samàna" instead of “samane’’. 
Hence the sūtra: “Even (in the meditation on the form of the Lord, 
the sentiment is) the same thus, on account of the non-difference (of 
the Lord's different limbs, such as eyes, and so on, with His very 
self)". That is, just as a golden image is gold throughout and by 
looking at the different parts of the image, viz. the eyes and so on, 
one does not get different ideas, but only one idea, viz. that of gold, 
so the different parts of the Lord are identical with the Lord Himself 
and hence they do not give rise to different ideas, but to one idea 
of the Lord. Hence the meditation on the Lord as having a form 
does indeed lead to release.? 


» s uam Gui LS P P mm P oo GS P Mm mm SN mo GE Fn petu P B mtem Bo neue BR a ence RR OS V us MA ATT RS ee fs am mtn i n 


1 L.e. in order that wo may recognize the two vidyàs to be identical, there 
must be mentioned some features common to both. Hence the repetition of 
certain attributes in two identical vidyas is not useless. 

2 G.B. 3.3.20, p. 145, Chap. 3.— “Evam api caksuraédiném vailaksanyena 
bhàne'pi samàna eka-rasah sa eva hiranya-pratimüdi vat bhagvàn vodhyah.” 
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Adhikarana 7: The section entitled “The con- 
nection’. (Sütras 20-22) 


PRIMA FACIE VIEW (Sūtra 20) ° 
SOTRA 20 


“ON ACCOUNT OF CONNECTION, SO ELSEWHERE ALSO." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Just as the Sandilya-vidyas are identical, and through connection 
with them, there is the combination of special features, “so” on account 
of their connection with the same vidya through the introductory 
passage: “Truth is Brahman ” (Brh. 5.4.1 1), the two names, mentioned 
in the scriptural texts: “His secret name is ‘Day’—this in reference 
to the presiding deities ” (Brh. 5.5.3 2), “His secret name is ‘I’—this in 
reference to the self " (Brh. 5.5.43), are to be combined,—this is the 
prima facie view. 

Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now, having suggested a prima facie view, viz. Just as owing 
to the identity of the objects to be meditated on, there is combination 
of attributes in the Sandilya-vidya, so there is combination of the 
names in the meditation on the true Brahman also, having the mystic 
words4 for His body,—(the author) disposes of it in two aphorisms. 

In the Brhadaranyaka, we read, beginning: “Truth is Brahman" 
(Brh. 5.4.1), and continuing: “Now the real is the yonder sun. The 
Person who is there in that orb and the Person who is here in the right 
eye" (Brh. 5.5.2) and so on. Here, having declared that the true 
Brahman is the object to be meditated on—in the orb of the sun as 
well as in the right eye—as having the mystic words as His body in the 
passage: “ Bhür is his head, Bhuvar is his arms, Svar is his feet" (Brh. 
5.5.3), the text teaches two secret names as complementary to the 
meditation. Here, the true Brahman, the support of the sun and the 
support of the eye, is successively stated to have the name ‘Day’ and 
the name ‘I’, thus: “His secret name is ‘Day’—this in reference to 
the presiding deities " (Brh. 5.5.3), “His secret name is ‘I’—this in 
reference to the self " (Brh. 5.5.4). 
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1 §, R, Bh, SK. 2 Š. R, Bh, SK. 
3 Op. cit. 4 Viz. Bhur, Bhuvar and Svar. 
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Here the doubt is as to whether the stated names are each to be 
meditated on singly in its own place (i.e. where mentioned), or whether 
each is to be meditated ‘on in both the places as combined with the 
other. Just as in the Sandilya-vidya there is a mutual combination 
of attributes on account of their connection with an identical vidya, 
“so elsewhere too”, i.e. in the case of the orb of the sun and the eye, 
the two names are to be mutually combined in both the places “on 
account of their connection” with an identical vidyà,—this is the 
meaning of the prima facie aphorism. 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sütra 21 in his commentary. He begins a new adhikarana 
here (five sütras), concerned with the worship of the avesavataras or 
God-possessed souls like Narada and so on. The question is whether 
they too arc to be meditated on as possessed of the attributes of the 
Lord Himself. This is the prima facie view: “On account of (their 
intimate) connection (with the Lord Himself), in others also (i.e. the 
God-possessed souls), (are to be meditated on) thus, (i.e. as possessed 
of the attributes of the Lord "'.! 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (Sütras 21.22) 


SOTRA 21 


“OR NOT, ON ACCOUNT OF DIFFERENCE.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


But the correct conclusion is that “on account of the difference" 
of place, (such) a combination is “not” appropriate. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


(The author) refutes (the above view). 

The names are “not” to be combined. Why? “On account 
of difference,” i.e. on account of the difference of place. Just as the 
attribute, stated of a teacher when seated, does not belong to him 
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1 G.B. 3.3.21, p. 147, Chap. 3. 


[s0. 3. 3. 22. 
614 VEDANTA-PARIJATA-SAURABHA ADH. 7.] 


when walking, so exactly on account of the difference of the forms of 
Brahman,—who is one indeed,—in consequence of His connection 
with those respective places, (viz. the orb of the sun and tho eye), 
there is difference of vidyàs, and as such no combination. Thus, in 
one case, truth is to be meditated on as connected with the locality 
of the sun, and here the name: “His secret name is ‘Day’—this is in 
reference to the presiding deities" (Brh. 5.5.3) is appropriate. The 
insertion of such a name to the locality of the eye is not possible. In 
the other case, on the other hand, it is to be meditated on as connected 
with the locality of the eye, and here the name: ‘ His secret name is 
'D'—this is in reference to the self" (Brh. 5.5.4) is appropriate. 
There can be no insertion of it to the locality of the sun. In the 
Sandilya-vidya, on the contrary, there is no difference of place, since 
the object to be meditated on is, in both the cases, situated within 
the heart. 
COMPARISON 


Baladeva 


This is sütra 22 in his commentary. It answers the prima facie 
view. He reads “aviśegāt” instead of 'viéesát". Hence the sūtra: 
“Or not, (i.e. the God-possessed souls are not to be worshipped as 
possessed of all God-like attributes,) on account of (their) non-difference 
(from other souls)". That is, the God-possessed souls too are after 
all jivas and hence they are to be highly venerated, but not worshipped 
like the Lord Himself.1 


SÜTRA 22 


“AND (SCRIPTURE) SHOWS." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The scriptural text, viz. “The form of this one is the very same 
as the form of that one" (Chand. 1.7.52), “shows” the absence of 
a combination of the attributes of that which is situated within the 
sun and that which is situated within the eye. 
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1 G.B. 3.3.22, p. 147, Chap. 3. 2 Ś, R, Bh. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


In another place, a scriptural text concerned with transference 
"shows" the absence of a combination of the attributes of that which 
is situated in the sun and that which is situated in the eye. "Thus, 
the scriptural text concerned with transference, viz. “The form of this 
one is the very same as the form of that one" (Chand. 1.7.5) transfers 
the form of the Person abiding in the sun to the Person abiding in the 
eye. And this (text) clearly indicates the absence of a combination 
of attributes in such a case. If there were any combination of attri- 
butes, then the transference would have been meaningless.! Hence 
it is established that there is no combination of the names. 


Here ends the section entitled “The connection" (7). 


COMPARISON 
Srikantha 


He takes this sūtra as constituting A new adhikarana by itself, 
concerned with the Mandala-vidyà, or the meditation on the Person 
within the orb of the sun, in the Chandogya (Chand. 1.6.6) and the 
Maha-narayana (Maha. 12.2) Upanisads, and concludes that the two 
vidyàs are identical, since Scripture “shows” their identity.? 


Baladeva 


This is sütra 23 in his commentary. He gives here a second 
reason why the God-possessed souls are not to be meditated on as 
possessed of the attributes of the Lord Himself: “And (Scripture, 
viz. Chand. 7.1.1) shows". That is, the above text shows that 


1 [.e. a special transference, identifying two things, is necessary only when 
the two things are naturally different. E.g. a king is not, as a rule, oxpressly 
mentioned to be rich, for it is understood that all kings are naturally rich. Hence 
we simply say: ‘He is aking’. But we say: ‘He is a servant and rich’, for the 
quality of being rich does not, as a rule, belong to servants and any exception 
has to be expressly mentioned. Similarly, since here the form of the person 
within the sun and the form of the person within the eye are expressly mentioned 
to be identical, it is clear that there is no natural identity between them, so 
that no combinations of their attributes, names and so on are possible. 

2 SK. B. 3.3.22, pp. 319-320, Part 9. 
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Narada, a God-possessed soul, approached Sanatkumara with a view 
to learning about the Supreme Soul from him. This proves that 
the God-possessed souls are not perfect like the Lord. Hence they 
cannot be worshipped as possessed of His attributes.1 


Adhikarana 8: The section entitled “Holding 
together". (Sütra 23) 


SÜTRA 23 


"(THE ATTRIBUTES LIKE) HOLDING TOGETHER AND PERVADING 
THE HEAVEN TOO (ARE NOT TO BE INSERTED IN ALL VIDYAS) 
AND FOR THIS REASON.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Owing to the very same difference of places,? there is no insertion, 
in other vidyàs, of the attributes like “holding together, pervading 
the heaven” and so on, laid down in the manual of the Taittiriyas 8 
thus: “The powers of which Brahman is the oldest, were held 
together. Brahman stretched out the heaven, the oldest, in the 
beginning ” (Tait. Br. 2.4.7, 10 4). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now (the author) is extending the above-mentioned maxim to 
other cases. 

In the manual of the Taittiriyas, i.e. in the supplementary writings 
of the Ranayaniyas, a mass of attributes belonging to Brahman, such 
as, holding the powers together, pervading the heaven and so on, is 
recorded in the passage: “The powers of which Brahman is the oldest, 
were held together. Brahman stretched out the heaven, the oldest, 
in the beginning. Brahman was born first among all beings.5 Who 
then is fit to rival that Brahman ?" (Tait. Br. 2.4.7, 10). The sense 
is: 'energies'—here the word 'viryyáh' (in the masculine gender) 
means 'viryyáni' (in the neuter gender)—have Brahman as their 
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1 G.B. 3.3.23, p. 148, Chap. 3. 

2 Vide Br. Sü. 3.3.21. 3 A school of the Yajur-veda. 

4 Pp. 252-253. S, R, Bh, SK. Cf. Athar. V. 19.22.21, 30—same, only 
" Brahma-jyesthà sambhrtà viryyani’’,—slightly different. 

5 The text reads: ““Rtasya Brahma prathamota jajfie ". 
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‘oldest’, i.e. as their chief,—that means: they are the attributes of 
Brahman. (They are) ‘held together’, ie. supported, by the sub- 
stratum of the attributes, (viz. Brahman),—hereby (Brahman’s attri- 
bute of) holding the powers together is designated. That chiefest 
Brahman stretched out the heaven,—hereby (Brahman's attribute of) 
pervading the heaven is designated. 

Here the doubt is as to whether these attributes of Brahman 
are to be inserted in the Sàndilya-vidyà and the rest,—that are 
meditations on Brahman—enjoined in their (ie. Ranayaniyas’s) 
Upanisads, or not to be inserted, a different kind of meditation (on 
Brahman) as possessed of these attributes being enjoined here. On 
the suggestion that they are to be inserted, 

We reply: Just as the two names are not combined, so the group 
of attributes like “holding together and pervading the heaven” 
and so on too is not to be combined. Why? “For this reason,” 
ie. on account of the very same difference, i.e. on account of the 
difference of abodes. In the Sándilya-vidyàs and the rest, Brahman 
is declared to have a small abode in the texts: “This soul of mine 
within the heart” (Chand. 3.14.3, 4). Here, there (is no mention of the) 
attribute of occupying a place that is not small, resulting from (His) 
‘pervading the heaven’, as well as of other attributes of occupying 
a place that is not small, such as, ‘holding together’ and the rest, 
resulting from (their) association with that. Hence it is established 
that there is à separate meditation (on Brahman) as qualified by the 
attributes of holding the powers together, pervading the heaven and 
so on. 


Here ends the section entitled “Holding together" (8). 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sütra 24 in his commentary. He continues the topic that 
the God-possessed souls are not to be meditated on as possessed of 
the attributes of the Lord. Hence the sütra: “And (the attributes 
like) holding together and pervading the heaven too (are not to be 
combined in the meditations on the God-possessed souls) also for this 
reason (i.e. because they are not equal to the Lord) ’’.! 
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1 G.B. 3.3.24, pp. 148-149, Chap. 3. 
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Adhikarana 9: The section entitled “The me- 
ditation on the Person”. (Sütra 24) 


SUTRA 24 


" AND EVEN IN THE MEDITATION ON THE PERSON (THERE IS NO 
TRANSFERENCE OF ATTRIBUTES), ON ACCOUNT OF OTHERS BEING 
NOT RECORDED.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


As “even in the meditation on the person”’,—recorded in the 
Chandogya thus: “The person, verily, is a sacrifice" (Chand. 3.16.1 !) 
and in the manual of the Taittiriyas thus: “For him who knows thus" 
(Tait. Ar. 10.64; ? Mahànàr. 25.1),—the details mentioned in one 
place, viz. “His twenty-four years are the morning libation"' (Chand. 
3.16.1), are not recorded in another, so the vidyas are different. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Previously, in accordance with the reason (stated in Br. Su. 
3. 3. 21): ‘On account of difference’, the meditation on (Brahman) as 
endowed with the attributes like holding together and so on was 
demonstrated to be different from the meditations on Brahman as 
taught by Sandilya and others. Now, by showing the difference of the 
meditations on the person, (the author) is removing the doubt that in 
the case of meditations on the person, the meditations are identical 
on account of the non-difference of names and the rest. 

The meditation on the person is recorded in the Chàndogya in 
the Rahasya-brahmana of the Tàndins and the Paingins thus: ‘The 
person, verily, is a sacrifice. His twenty-four years are the morning 
libation” (Chand. 3.16.1), “Now the forty-four years are the mid-day 
libation" (Chand. 3.16.3), “Now the forty-eight years are the third 
libation" (Chand. 3.16.5) and so on. In the manuals of the Taitti- 
riyas too, there is a meditation on the person in the first section: 
“For him who knows thus, the soul of the sacrifice is the sacrificer, 
faith his wife, his body the fuel, his breast the sacrificial altar, his 
body-hairs the sacrificial grass” (Tait. Ar. 10.64; Mahanar. 25.1). 

Here the doubt is as to whether the meditations recorded in the two 
places are different or identical. If it be suggested that on account 
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1 R, SK. 2 P.779. S, R, Bh, SK. 


[sC. 3. 3. 24. 
ADH. 9.] VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA 619 


of the non-difference of names and the rest, the meditations are the 
same,—(the author) states the correct conclusion: “Even in the 
meditation on the person". The meditations on the person are 
different. Why? Because ‘evenin the meditation on the person” of 
the Chandogya and the Taittiriya-manual, recorded without distinction, 
the attributes which are mutually different are “not recorded", i.e. 
not mentioned, in the other place. Thus, in the Chàndogya, the life 
of a person, up to his hundred and sixteen years, divided thrice, is 
imagined to be alibation. In the Taittiriya-manual, on the other hand, 
in the text: “The evening, the morning and the mid-day are the 
libations” (Tait. Ar. 10.64; Mahanar. 25.1), three libations are imagined, 
but in the Chandogya three libations are not imagined.! Moreover, in 
the Chàndogya, the desire to eat and the rest are imagined to be the 
purificatory ceremony and so on,? but not in the Taittiriya-manuals. 
In the Chandogya, a person is imagined to be a sacrifice thus: “The 
person, verily, is a sacrifice” (Chand. 3.16.1), but his soul and the rest 
are not imagined to be the sacrificer and so on. In the Taittiriya- 
manual, on the other hand, the soul of the person is imagined to be a 
sacrifice and so on thus: “For him who knows thus, the soul of the 
sacrifice is the sacrificer" (Ait. Ar. 10.64; Mahanar. 25.13). Hence 
there is a difference of form in the two cases, since everywhere the 
difference of special points is the cause of the difference of meditation. 
There is a difference of connection with fruit as well. In the Chandogya, 
to begin with, the fruit of the meditation on the person is the attain- 
ment of longevity.4 In the Taittiriya-manuals, on the other hand, the 
attainment of Brahman is the fruit of the meditation on the person. 
Thus, having set forth the meditation on Brahman in the previous 
section thus: “Let him unite himself with you, the great Brahman, 


1 [n the Chandogya, the parts of the one and the same thing are fancifully 
represented as three libations; while in the Taittiriya-manuals three different 
things are so represented. 

2 Vide Chand. 3.16.1-5. ‘‘ When he desires to eat and drink and does not 
enjoy himself—that is his purificatory ceremony," etc. 

3 The Chandogya stops at identifying a person with a sacrifice, but does 
not enter into any details. The Taittirlya-manuals differ from the Chandogya 
not only in not identifying a person with & sacrifice, but also in entering into 
greater details. 

4 Vide Chand. 3.10.7. “He who knows this lives for hundred and sixteen 
years." 
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Om" (Tait. Ar. 10.63; 1 Mahanar. 24.2), and having stated the fruit 
belonging to a knower of Brahman, viz. the attainment of Brahman 
thus: “He attains the greatness of Brahman” (Tait. Ar. 10.63; 2 
Mahànàr. 24.2), the text goes on to say: “For him who knows thus, 
the soul of the sacrifice" (Tait. Ar. 10.64; Mahanar. 25.2) and so on. 
As there is a reference to the knower of Brahman by the term ‘him’ 
here, and as it (viz. the meditation on the person) is mentioned in the 
immediate vicinity (of the meditation on Brahman), so it is gathered 
that the meditation on the person here is a subsidiary part of the 
meditation on Brahman, and that (as such) the former has no reference 
to a different fruit. This being so, it is deduced that the attainment 
of Brahman alone is the fruit of the meditation on the person which 
is a subsidiary part of the meditation on Brahman. Hence it is 
established that as the identity of mere names, viz. ‘meditation 
on the person’ (purusa-vidya), in the two cases, is of no great im- 
portance, the vidyàs are different; that being so, there is no combina- 
tion of their special features. 


Here ends the section entitled “The meditation on the 
person ” (9). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


He reads “Purusa-vidyayam iva", instead of "Puruga-vidyàyàm 
api", and explains the sutra thus: “As (the record of the Tandins 
and Paingins is) in the puruga-vidya, (not such is the record) of 
others ".3 Conclusion reached, the same. 


Baladeva 


This is sütra 25 in his commentary. Like Samkara he reads: 
“iva” in place of "api". He concludes here the topic of the worship 
of the God-possessed souls, viz. that they, being not equal to the 
Lord, are not to be meditated on as possessed of His attributes. 
Hence the sütra: (“As attributes like creatorship, rulership, and so 
on, are declared to be belonging to the Lord) in the meditation on the 
person (ie. in the Purusa-süktas of the Veda) and (in the Gopàla- 
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1 Pp. 774-776. 2 P. 776. 3 S.B. 3.3.24, p. 790. 
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pürva-tápani), (so they are) not declared (to be belonging) to others 
(viz. the God-possessed souls) ”.1 


Adhikarana 10: The section entitled “Piercing 
and so on". (Sütra 25) 


SÜTRA 25 


“ON ACCOUNT OF THE DIFFERENCE OF THE MATTER OF PIERCING 
AND SO ON." 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


In meditation there is no insertion of the sacred formules like: 
“Pierce all, pierce the heart” 2, as well as of the sacrificial acts like 
Pravargya 3 and tho rest, mentioned in the passage: “The gods, 
forsooth, held a sacrificial session " (Sat. Br. 14.1.1, 14) and so on. 
Why? “On account of the difference of the matter of piercing and 
so on" from meditation. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now, the following question is being considered: Just as the 
meditation on the person is a subsidiary part of the meditation on 
Brahman, it being mentioned in close proximity,—so are the sacred 
formule and the sacrificial acts, to be stated below, to be inserted in 
the meditation on Brahman as its subsidiary parts, they, too, being 
mentioned in close proximity, or not ? 

In the beginning of their Upanisads, the followers of the Atharva- 
veda record sacred formule like: “Pierce all, pierce the heart, cleave 
the veins, cleave the head, divide into three parts" and so on. "That 
is, O Deity ! ‘pierce’, i.e. tear off, ‘all’ the limbs of my enemy. Thus, 
(1) ‘pierce his heart’, (2) ‘cleave his veins’, (3) ‘cleave his head’. In 
this way, may my enemy be ‘divided’, i.e. disjoined, ‘into three parts’. 


1 G.B. 3.3.25, pp. 149-150, Chap. 3. 

2 §, R, Bh, Sk. 

3 Pravargya is a ceremony introductory to the Soma-sacrifice. 
* Ś, R, p. 1021, line 1. 
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In the beginning of the Rahasya-br&áhmana, the Tandins also, 
the singers of the Sima, read the sacred formule: “O God Savitr! 
produce the sacrifice, produce” (C.M.B. 1.1.1 !). 


The Satyayanin’s record: “Thou art a white horse, tawny and 
black ”. 


The Kathas and the Taittiriyakas record: “May Mitra give us 
weal, may Varuna” (Tait. 1.1) and so on. 


The Aitareyins too record a Mahá-vrata-br&áhmapa: “Verily, 
Indra became great by killing Vrtra ". 


The Kausitakins too record a Mahá-vrata-bráhmana thus: 
“Verily, Prajàpati is the whole year, his self is the Mahavrata ”. 


The Vajasaneyins, on the other hand, record a Pravargyya- 
brahmana in the beginning of their Upanisad thus: “Verily, the gods 
held a sacrificial session” (Sat. Br. 14.1.1, 1). 

Here the doubt is, viz. whether the sacred formule and the 
sacrificial acts like Pravargya and the rest, mentioned in certain 
Vidyàs, are to be comprised under those vidyàs as their subsidiary 
parts, or not. 'The suggestion being: The inclusion of the sacred 
formule as well as of the sacrificial works as the subsidiary parts of 
meditation is proper, they being mentioned in close proximity. 

We reply: There is no inclusion. Why? “On account of the 
difference of the matter of piercing and so on." That is, as the 
matter of piercing and so on, subserving certain magical practices 
that are different from meditation, is different from meditation, so the 
matter of piercing and so on, mentioned by those particular texts, are 
not fit to be applied to meditation. Thus, from the indication, viz. 
the power of the sacred formule to exhibit their own sense,—which 
is stronger than (mere) proximity ?—it is deduced that the sacred 
formule are subsidiary parts of works like magical practices, study 
and so on. From direct scriptural statement, which is stronger than 
(mere) proximity,9—sacrificial works like Pravargya and the rest too 
are deduced to have an application to Jyotistoma and the like. Hence 
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1 Vide V.C., p. 491. This passage occurs in many other places. This text 


is found in many other treatises, vide e.g. Vj. Sam. 9.1 ; 11.7; 30.1; Tait. Sam. 
1.7.7, 1; 4.1.1, 2, etc. 


2 Vide Pu. Mi. Si. 3.3.14. 
3 Op. cit. 
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it is established that there is no inclusion of these in those (vidyàs) 
as the subsidiary parts of meditation. 


Here ends the section entitled “Piercing and so on" (10). 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sütra 26 in his commentary. He too takes it as forming 
an adhikarana by itself, though concerned with an entirely different 
problem, viz. whether like the sweet and majestic attributes of the 
Lord such as bliss, omnipotence, mentioned above, His destructive 
and fearful attributes too such as' piercing and so on, are to be medi- 
tated on, or not. The answer is given here. He supplies the word 
“na” here from sūtra 3.3.22 (21 in Nimbàrka's commentary). Hence 
the sūtra: “(One who is desirous of release should not meditate on the 
Lord as possessed of the attributes of piercing and so on, on account 
of the difference of result (of such a meditation, i.e. because such a 
meditation does not lead to release as the meditation on the Lord as 
Sweet and Majestic does) ”.1 


Adhikarana 11: The section entitled “Aban- 
donment". (Sütra 26) l 


SŪTRA 26 


“BUT IN THE ABANDONMENT (OF MERIT AND DEMERIT, THE TAKING 
OF THEM BY OTHERS IS TO BE SUPPLIED) ON ACOOUNT OF THE 
WORD ‘TAKING’ BEING SUPPLEMENTARY (TO THE WORD ‘ABANDON- 
ING’), AS IN THE CASE OF KUSA, METRE, PRAISE, AND ACCOMPANYING 
SONG, IT HAS BEEN SAID (IN PORVA-MIMAMSA).” 


Vedànta-pàrijata-saurabha 


"In the abandonment," consisting in getting rid of merits 
and demerits, stated in the scriptural passage: “Then the knower, 
having discarded merits and demerits" (Mund. 3.1.32), the taking, 
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! G.B. 3.3.26, p. 151, Chap. 3. ? S, R, Bh, Sk. 
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consisting in taking the merits and demerits, discarded by the 
knower, stated in the passage: “His sons obtain the inheritance, his 
friends the good deeds, his enemies the bad deeds’’,! is included. 
Why? Because the word ‘taking’, mentioned in another branch, 
is supplementary to the word 'abandoning', just as the text: 
*The progeny of the udumbara tree"? is supplementary to the 
text: “The kuáas are progeny of tree”; just as the text: "The metres 
of the gods are the prior" is supplementary to the text: "Let one 
praise by the metres”; just as the text: “The sun is half-risen” (Sat. 
S.S. 9.7.19 3) is supplementary to the text: “He assists the chanting 
of the soda&in 4 with gold 5", and just as the text: “The Adhvaryyu ? 
does not? join the singing" (Tait. Sam. 6.3.18) is supplementary 
to the text: “The sacrificial priests join the singing".? Moreover, 
it is said by Jaimini as well: “Let it be supplementary to the text, on 
account of the impropriety of an option” (Pū. Mi. Si. 10.8.15 10). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now the author points out that the inclusion of a particular matter 
in a particular place, with which it is connected, stands to reason. 

In the Upanisad of the Tandins, it is declared: “Shaking off evil, 
as a horse his hairs, shaking off the body as the moon frees itself from 
the mouth of Rahu, I, with the self obtained, pass into the uncreated 
world of Brahman” (Chand. 8.13.1). Similarly, it is declared by the 
‘text of the followers of the Atharva-veda: ‘‘His sons obtain the 
inheritance, his friends the good deeds, his enemies the bad deeds”. 
The Satyüyanins read: “Then he discards good and evil deeds. His 
dear relatives obtain the good deeds, those not dear the evil deeds" 
(Kaus. 1.4). 


— ere res mee es mes ate ee name ener me te ere ee ee ee es 


1 Op. cit. 2 Op. cit. 
3 P. 961. The text reads: “Samayadbisite suryye Niranyena vahirbhyám 
ca”, etc. 


4 A hymn or a formula consisting of sixtcen parts. 
5 Š, R, Bh, Šk. 
9$ One of the four classes of priests. His special duty was to measure the 
ground, build the altar, prepair sacrificial vessels, etc., and he had to recite the 
hymns of the Yajur-veda while doing these duties. 
7 Correct reading: Na upagáyet —s8hould not sing. 
8 P. 175, line 9, vol. 2. R, Bh, Sk. ° R, Bh, Sk. 
10 P. 631, vol. 2. 8, R, Bh, Sk. 
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Now, in the Upanisad of the Tandins, as well as in the text of the 
followers of the Atharva-veda, the abandonment of merit and demerit 
is declared. In the text of the Satyayanins, the obtainment of merit 
and demerit by the dear and the not dear is declared. In the text 
of the Kausitakins, on the other hand, both are declared. This being 
the case, there is no room for any doubt in the case where both 
abandoning and taking are mentioned. Where there is the direct 
mention of taking only, there abandoning too is implied, since taking 
is impossible without (prior) abandoning.! But where only abandoning 
is mentioned, there the following (question) is to be considered: The 
doubt is as to whether the taking of the abandoned merit and demerit, 
which taking is mentioned elsewhere, is to be inserted in the Upanisad 
of the Tàndins and in the text of the followers of the Atharva-veda, 
or not. On the suggestion, viz. It is not to be inserted owing to 
the force of separate mention. Otherwise, the double implication 
(viz. abandoning and taking)—which is the result of such an insertion 
—being already established in the cases of the two texts of the 
Tàndins and the followers of the Atharva-veda through such an 
insertion from the text of the Kausitakins, the mention of abandoning 
in those two texts must become useless,2?— 

We reply: “But in the abandonment, on account of the word 
‘taking’ being supplementary". The word “but” disposes of the 
(above) prima facie view. “In the abandonment,” i.e. in the text 
which designates abandoning only, taking is to be inserted. Why? 
“On account of the word ‘taking’ being supplementary,” i.e. on account 
of the word ‘taking’ being supplementary to the word ‘abandoning’. 
The sense is that in the Upanisad of the Kausitakins, the text desig- 
nating the taking of the good and evil deeds is recorded as being 
supplementary to the text designating the abandoning of the good 
and evil deeds. Similarly here too, it is essential that the merits and 
demerits, abandoned by a knower, should be obtained by others. 

(The author) states a number of parallel instances, ‘illustrating 
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1 Hence these two cases present no difficulty. 

2 Le. in the text of the Kausitakins both abandoning and taking are men- 
tioned, while in the texts of the Tandins and the followers of the Atharva-veda 
only abandoning is mentioned. Now if it be said that taking is inserted from 
the first to the last two, then abandoning too may very well be so inserted. 
In that case, the mention of abandoning in the last two texts becomes 
meaningless. 
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the fact that a text, mentioned in one branch, may form the supple- 
ment of a text, mentioned in another branch, thus: “As in the case of 
the kuáa, metre, praise and accompanying song”. Thus, just as it 
being known in a general manner that the kuśas are the progeny of 
tree from the text of the Kausitakins, viz. “You kugas are the progeny 
of the tree, do protect me ”, it is known from the specific text of the 
Satyàyanins: “The progeny of the udumbara tree", that the ku$sas 
are the progeny of the udumbara tree,—this being so, the text of the 
Satyàyanins becomes the supplement of the text of the Kausitakins,— 
the construction of this (latter) text is as follows: O Kuéas! You are 
the progeny of the tree, protect, i.e. save me, the sacrificer;—just as 
no specific order of priority and posteriority of gods and demons being 
mentioned in the text: “Let one praise by metres”, a specific order is 
known from the text of the Paingins, viz. “The metres of the gods 
are prior"; just as on an enquiry into the time of chanting, which is 
a subsidiary part of the taking of a particular kind of pot, viz. sodasin, 
the time not being known specifically from the text: “He assists the 
chanting of the eodaáin with gold”, the text of the Taittiriyas, desig- 
nating the time specifically thus: “When the sun is half risen, he assists 
the chanting of the sodadgin”’ (Sat. S.S. 9.7.19) becomes the supplement 
of that text; and just as the prohibitive text of one branch, viz. 
“The Adhvaryyu does not join the singing" (Tait. Sam. 6.3.1) 
becomes the supplement of the non-specific text of a different branch, 
viz. “The sacrificial priests join the singing "—so in the matter under 
discussion too, viz. abandoning, there is the insertion of taking. 

(The author) shows that this view that general texts imply specific 
texts is supported by another teacher as well, thus: “It has been 
said", i.e. said by Jaimini, viz. "Let it be, on the contrary, supple- 
mentary to the text, on account of the impropriety of an option. 
Let the injunction refer to the same place” (Pū. Mi. Si. 10.8.15). 
The establishing of the double implication (viz. of abandoning 
and taking) in places concerned, on the other hand, should be known 
to be meant for the benefit of the respective readers of those 
(treatises). Hence it is established that “in the abandonment", 
taking is inserted. 


Here ends the section entitled “Abandonment” (11). 
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COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sütra 27 in his commentary. He begins a new adhikarana 
here (two sütras), concerned with an entirely different question, viz. 
whether the meditation on the Lord is obligatory or optional to the 
freed souls. He reads ‘‘ Achanda " instead of “‘ chanda ”, interpret- 
ing it as ‘option’. Hence the sütra: “But on the destruction (of 
bondage, the released souls are under no obligation to practise medita- 
tion, because they have obtained) nearness (i.e. upayana) (to the Lord), 
(and) because scriptural texts are supplementary (to this, i.e. are 
meant for leading the soul to this stage, viz. release), Just as the singing 
of hymns with the ku$a (in hand) is optional (i.e. achanda) (for a 
student who has finished his daily duties), it is declared (by Scripture)”. 
That is, the aim of all scriptural texts is to teach men meditation so 
that they may attain salvation. When that end is reached, i.e. men 
are freed and approach the Lord, it is no longer necessary for them 
to go on with further meditation.! 


Adhikarana 12: The section entitled "The 
passing away". (Sütras 27 —30) 


SÜTRA 27 


"IN PASSING AWAY (THERE IS A COMPLETE ABANDONMENT OF 
MERIT AND DEMERIT), ON ACCOUNT OF THERE BEING NOTHING 
TO BE CROSSED, FOR THUS OTHERS (DECLARE)." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


At the time (of the soul’s) departure from the body, it com- 
pletely abandons (its) merits and demerits. Why? Because after 
(its) separation from the body, there is no more experience “to be 
crossed” (i.e. undergone) through these two. This very thing others 
declare thus: “Verily, when one is bodiless, pleasure and pain do not 
touch him” (Chand. 8.12.1 2), “This serene being, having arisen from 
this body, having attained the form of highest light, is completed in 


1 G.B. 3.3.27, pp. 163-164, Chap. 3. 
2 R. 
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its own form” (Chand. 8.3.4; 8.12.31) and so on. This being so, the 
decay of works which has actually taken place at the time of the soul’s 
separation from the body, is recorded to take place after it crosses 
the river in the text: “He crosses that river Virajà. Then he discards 
good and evil deeds " (Kaus. 1.4 2). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


An investigation into the abandoning of sins by a knower and 
taking (by others) was undertaken above. Now we shall consider 
the time when such an abandoning of merit and demerit takes 
place. 

The doubt is as to whether some portions of the merits and 
demerits of a knower decay at the time of his separation from the final 
body, while some portions of these decay on the way, when, having left 
the body, he is moving towards the world of Brahman; or whether 
such an abandonment takes place only at the time of his separation 
from the body. Here the prima facie view is: Having begun thus: 
"Having reached the path of gods, he comes to the world of fire" 
(Kaus. 1.3), the Kausitakins record: “He comes to the river Virajà, 
crosses it with the mind; then he discards good and evil deeds” (Kaus. 
1.4). As here such an abandonment appears to take place immediately 
after he crosses the river, and as in the Upanisads of the Tandins 
too, viz. in the text: “Having shaken off the evils, as a horse his hair" 
(Chand. 8.13.1), such an abandonment appears to take place at the 
time of his separation from the final body, it follows that he abandons 
some of his good and evil deeds at the time of his separation from 
the final body, and of some on the way, both these texts being 
(equally) authoritative: 

With regard to it, we say: “In passing away" . “In passing 
away,” i.e. when the soul is going to the next world, viz. at the time 
of its departure from the body alone, a knower discards his merits and 
demerits. Why? ‘On account of there being nothing to be crossed; 
or no good fruit to be attained through merits, and no evil fruit to be 
attained through demerits subsequently to the soul's leaving the 
body, there existing, subsequently to that, the fruit of vidyà alone, 
consisting in the attainment of Brahman's nature. 


1 R. 2 Š, Bh, Sk. 
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“Thus others,” i.e. the followers of the other schools too record 
that subsequently to the fall of the body, there is no fruit of work 
to be undergone by a knower, except the attainment of the nature 
of Brahman, thus: “Verily, when oné is bodiless, pleasure and pain 
do not touch him” (Chand. 8.12.1), “This serene being, having arisen 
from this body, having attained the form of highest light, is completed 
in his own form" (Chand. 8.3.4; 8.12.3). The decay of karmas, 
which has actually taken place at the time of the soul's departure 
from the body, is recorded in the text of the Kausitakins to take 
place immediately after it crosses the river Virajà, thus: “He crosses 
the river Virajà with the mind; then he discards good and evil deeds” 
(Kaus. 1.4),—this is to be understood here. Hence it is that the 
Tandins and the rest record that the abandonment takes place actually 
at the time of the soul’s separation from the body, thus: ‘ Shaking off 
the evils like a horse ’’, etc. 


COMPARISON 
Srikantha 


Literal interprotation same, but he takes this (and the following 
two sütras) as representing the prima facie view. 


Baladeva 


This is sütra 28 in his commentary. He concludes the topic, 
viz. whether the worship of the Lord is obligatory on the part of the 
freed or not. He interprets the word, "samparàya" as love of the 
Lord. 'Samparüya' means 'samparayanti tattvàni yasmin’, ie. 
one in whom all the truths meet, viz. the Lord, and love of the Sam- 
paráya is 'sàmparáya'. Hence the sūtra: “When the love of the 
Lord (has arisen), (i.e. when tho soul has become free), (it is no longer 
obligatory for it to practise meditation), on account of there being 
nothing to be crossed (ie. there is no bondage any more), for thus 
others declare ”.1 
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1 G.B. 3.3.28, pp. 155-158, Chap. 3. 
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SUTRA 28 


* ACCORDING TO INTENTION, ON ACCOUNT OF THE NON-CONTRA- 
DICTION OF BOTH.”’ 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The friend and the enemy of a knower get respectively his merits 
and demerits “according to intention",—thus both become free from 
contradiction. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The good and bad deeds, performed by a knower, go to others 
“according to intention’’, i.e. according to resolution, “on account 
of the non-contradiction of both". A causeless discarding, by 
parts, of his own deeds to others is inconsistent on the part of a 
knower who is impartial; and a causeless appropriating of the good 
and bad deeds, performed by others, too, is inconsistent on the part 
of any one. One who acting in a friendly manner, wishes the knower 
good, obtains the merits of the knower for that very reason. But one, 
who acting in an unfriendly manner, wishes the knower ill, obtains 
the demerits of the knower for that very reason. Thus, if the good 
and evil deeds go (to the friend and the enemy) in accordance with 
their intentions, the discarding and the appropriating come to be 
free from contradiction. So Smrti declares: “The sin of one who 
is being cursed goes to one who is cursing ". It has been said by the 
reverend Manu as well: “Having left his good deeds to his dear 
relatives, and his bad deeds to those not dear, D that hv «Brahman, 
the eternal, through the path of meditation ” (Nhis separatis 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


Interpretation different: “(The soul may attain knowledge) 
according to (its) liking (only so long as it has & body); (our view is 
preferable) on account of the non-contradiction of both ". That is, 
& disembodied soul cannot evidently undergo the requisites and so 
on for attaining knowledge, but an embodied being alone can do so 
according to its own liking. Hence, if the works of a knower still 
persist after the fall of his body, it will not be possible for him 


1 P. 225. 
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to get rid of them ever, seeing that it will not be possible for him, a 
disembodied soul, to acquire any further knowledge. Further, if 
knowledge be the cause of the destruction of works, as soon as 
the knower attains knowledge, all his works must decay at once. 
Scripture also declares so. Hence our view is preferable, since it 
avoids a two-fold contradiction—viz. makes knowledge the direct 
cause of the destruction of works and does not contradict Scripture.! 


Ramanuja 


Interpretation different. He here explains the Kaugitaki-text 
(Kaus. 1.4) which seems to go against the view that the soul leaves 
allits works at the time of leaving the body. Hence the sütra: "(The 
different parts of the text are to be arranged) at will, on account of the 
non-contradiction of both (viz. reason and Scripture)". That is, 
as it has been established on the ground of reason as well as Scripture 
that the soul leaves all its works at the time of its departure from the 
body, in order that these two—reason and Scripture—be not contra- 
dicted, the parts of the Kausitaki-text are to be re-arranged to suit 
the above conclusion, i.e. the part: ‘He then discards good and evil 
deeds’ is to be put before the part: ‘Having attained the path of gods, 
he comes to the world of fire’.? 


Srikantha 


Literal interpretation same, but the fundamental difference is 
that he takes it to be laying down the prima facie view. 


Baladeva 


This is sūtra 29 in his commentary. He begins a new adhikarana 
here (two sütras), concerned with showing the two ways of meditating 
on the Lord. Hence the sütra: “(Either of the two modes of medi- 
tation, viz. on God, the sweet or on God, the Majestic, leads to salva- 
tion) through the will (of the Lord), since there is no conflict between 
the two, (i.e. there are texts to both effects and the devotee may 
choose either of them)".3 The word “no” is to be supplied from sūtra 
3.3.22. 
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1 S.B. 3.3.28, p. 806. 
$ G.B. 3.3.29, pp. 158-159, Chap. 3. 
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2 Sri. B. 3.3.28, p. 298, Part 2. 
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SÜTRA 29 


"'THERE IS MEANING OF THE GOING (OF THE SOUL) IN A TWO-FOLD 
WAY (I.E. ONLY IF IT DISCARDS BOTH DEMERIT AND MERIT), FOR 
OTHERWISE THERE IS CONTRADICTION.” 


Vedanta-parijita-saurabha 


“There is meaning of the going” through the cessation, without 
distinction, of good and evil deeds. If the good deeds follow (the soul), 
then immediately after the enjoyment of their fruits, there must 
follow recurrence of births. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Apprehending the objection: It is not appropriate to hold that 
at the time of the soul’s separation from the body, it discards its good 
deeds (as well), as that may lead to undesirable results,—(the author) 
says: 
“In a two-fold way,” i.e. through the cessation of both good 
and evil deeds at the time of the soul's separation from the body, 
“there is meaning of the going", i.e. the soul comes to attain its end 
immediately after the fall of the body. Otherwise, if it be admitted 
that bad deeds alone are discarded, and that good deeds—which 
are non-distinct (from the bad deeds in this réspect)-—are exhausted 
through the enjoyment of their fruits, the scriptural text: “ His 
friends attain his good deeds" will be contradicted, as well as the 
going,—this is the sense. Further, there being recurrence of births 
at the completion of enjoyment, the scriptural toxt laying down (the 
soul's) non-return will also come to be contradicted, viz. the text: 
“Those proceeding by this path return not to human existence" 
(Chand. 4.15.6). It oannot be said that he (i.e. the knower) does not 
go by it, since there is no mention in Scripture of the soul's going 
through a different path. If it be said that the fruit of vidyà would 
be permanent,—(we reply) there will be uncertainty of the fruit.! 


1 Le.if it be urged that although the fruits of the good deeds of the knower, 
accompanying him, may entitle him to roturn, yet the fruit of his vidya, which 
also accompanies him and which is permanent, entitles him to non-return—we 
point out that in that case, what oxactly is going to be the fate of the knower, 
return or non-return, remains uncertain and ambiguous. 
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COMPARISON 
Samkara 


Interpretation entirely different. He begins a new adhikarana. 
In some texts, the soul is said to go through the path of gods after 
having discarded merits and demerits; but in some texts, it is simply 
said to discard its merits and demerits. Hence the problem is whether 
the soul has to travel always through the path of gods for attaining 
Brahman. The answer is that there is no such necessity. The 
journey through the path of gods is not necessary for one who has 
attained identity with Brahman here and now. Hence the sūtra : 
“There is meaning of the going in two ways, (i.e. it is necessary in 
certain cases, not necessary in others), otherwise there is contradiction 
(of texts)’’.1 
Raméanuja 

Ho takes this stitra as laying down the prima facie view, thus: 
“There is meaning of the (soul’s) going in two ways, (i.e. only on the 
hypothesis that it discards a part of its merit and so on at the time of 
leaving the body and the rest on its way), for otherwise there is con- 
tradiction’”’. That is, if he is to discard all its merits and demerits 
at the time of its departure from the body, its subtle body too 
must be destroyed simultaneously. In that case, no going through 
the path of the gods will be possible on its part, a mere disembodied 
soul.? 

Nimbarka raises the problem and solves it in the next sütra, as 
we shall see. 

Srikantha 
He inverts the order of this and the next sūtra. Thus:— 


Nimbarka and others Srikantha 


9? 


“Gaterartha-vattvam .... "Upapannas tal-laksanàrtho 


(sutra 29). 2... ” (sūtra 29). 
“Upapannas tallaksanartho “Gater artha-vattvam ....” 
PNE "" (sutra 30). (sutra 30). 


Interpretation too different, viz. : 


3)? 


Sutra 29.—“Upapannas tal-laksanartho . . . . ": Here he con- 
cludes the prima facie view, viz. that the soul discards all its 


1 S.D. 3.3.29, pp. 803-804. 
2 Sri. B. 3.3.29, p. 299, Part 2, Madras ed. 
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merits and demerits at the time of leaving the body. He interprets 
it exactly after Nimbarka! (sūtra 30 in Nimbarka’s commentary), 
the fundamental difference being that while Nimbarka takes it to 
be stating the correct conclusion, Srikantha takes it to be stating the 
prima facie view only. 

Sütra 30.—''Gater artha-vattvam . . . . ": He takes it to be 
stating the correct conclusion against the prima facie view stated 
above in three sütras, thus: “There is meaning of the going in two 
ways, (i.e. only on the hypothesis that the soul discards a part of its 
merits and so on, i.e. karmas, at the time of its departure from the 
body, and the rest after crossing the river Virajà), for otherwise 
there is contradiction". That is, if all the karmas of the soul are 
destroyed completely at the time of its departure from the body, 
it will become freed immediately and it would not be necessary for 
it to travel through the path of gods, attain Brahman, and then be 
freed. Hence the texts which designate the soul's travelling through 
the path of gods to attain Brahman and release will como to be con- 
tradicted. Further, if the soul becomes freed as soon as it leaves 
the body, the texts which designate that the soul attains its real 
form only on approaching Brahman too will come to be contradicted. 
In order to avoid the contradiction of these two kinds of texts, it must 
be held that all the karmas of the soul do not decay completely as soon 
as it leaves the body. The fact is that though the vidya of the soul 
leads it to travel through the path of gods, yet as actual release is 
not obtained until one directly approaches Brahman, some remainders 
of karmas still cling to the soul until it crosses the sphere of inatter 
and actually attains the Lord.? 


Baladeva 


This is sütra 30 in his commentary. Here he concludes the 
section about the two paths of meditation. Hence the sütra: ‘There 
is meaning of the path in two ways, (i.e. both the paths, viz. meditation 
on God, the sweet, and meditation on God, the majestic, have the 
power to lead to the Lord), for otherwise there is contradiction (i.e. 


1 SK. B. 3.3.29, pp. 332-333, Parts 10 and 11. 
2 SK. B. 3.3.30, pp. 333-334, Parts 10 and 11. 
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the texts which designate both of them to be leading to the Lord will be 
contradicted) ”.1 


SOTRA 30 


"(THE GOING OF THE SOUL IS) APPROPRIATE, ON ACCOUNT OF 
FINDING THINGS WHICH ARE MARKS OF THAT, (VIZ. CONNECTION 
WITH THE BODY), AS IN ORDINARY LIFE.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


In spite of the decay of all the karmas of a worshipper of Brahman 
at the time of his separation from the body, the path (i.e. his going 
through the path of gods) is “appropriate”. Why? “On account 
of finding things which are marks” of connection with the body and 
the rest, in the passages: “Having attained the form of supreme light, 
he is completed in his own form” (Chand. 8.3.4 2), “He roams about 
there, laughing, playing and enjoying” (Chand. 7.25.1 8) and so on,— 
just asa royal servant attains mundane ends. The sense is that in 
spite of the decay of all works and of the gross body, he continues 
to retain the subtle body, through the power of vidya, in order that 
he may go to a distinguished place. Immediately after his separation 
from that, the knower, having attained the form mentioned in Scrip- 
ture, comes to attain the nature of Brahman. 


Vedàánta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. if it be admitted that there is the decay 
of all works at the time of.the soul's leaving the body, there must 
be the destruction of the subtle body too at the same time. This 
being so, the path defined as the path of gods is "inappropriate ",— 
(the author) says: 

In spite of the decay of all the works of a knower at the time of 
his leaving the body, the path of gods is "appropriate". Why ? 
“On account of finding things which are marks of that," ie. on 
account of finding things that indicate that even a knower whose good 
and evil deeds have decayed and whose real form has become 
manifest has connection with body and the rest. The things 
PERE TREO N ese it de ek ad 

1 G.B. 3.3.30, p. 160, Chap. 3. 
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which are marks of his connection with the body and so on, not 
brought about by karmas, is found in the following scriptural texts: 
“Stainless, he attained the highest equality" (Mund. 3.1.3), “Having 
attained the form of highest light, he is completed in his own form" 
(Chànd. 8.3.4; 8.12.3), "He roams about there, laughing, playing, 
enjoying" (Chànd. 8.12.3), "He becomes a self-ruler, he comes to 
wander at will in all the worlds" (Chand. 7.25.1), “He becomes one- 
fold, he becomes three-fold” (Chand. 7.26.2) and so on. That is, 
just as in ordinary life, a royal servant attains his ends through the 
grace of the king, though he himself is unable to accomplish them 
through his own efforts, so through the grace of the Highest Person, 
the knower obtains a supremely wonderful body and so on, not brought 
about by karmas. The intention is this: when through the influences 
of vidya, the knower, whose karmas have decayed, comes to attain 
a wonderful body and the rest,—not brought about by karmas,— 
why should not vidya, for the sake of bestowing its own fruit, 
viz. the attainment of Brahman, cause the subtle body to persist 
through its own power in order to enable him to go through the path 
of gods, even on the complete decay of all karmas and of the gross 
body which is the means of enjoying pleasures and pain? The 
sense is this: The subtle body continues up to the soul’s reaching 
the river Virajà, and immediately after that merges in the cause (viz. 
Brahman). This (the author) will state under the aphorism: “Those 
in the Highest, for so (Scripture) says” (Br. Si. 4.2.14). Hence it is 
established that there is the decay of all karmas at the time of the 
soul's separation from the final body. 


Here ends the section entitled “‘ The passing away " (12). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


Interpretation absolutely different,—viz. “(The view that the 
going through the path of gods holds good in some cases only and not 
universally is) appropriate, on account of finding & purpose charac- 
terized thereby (i.o. à purpose for going)". That is, only those who 
meditate on the qualified Brahman go through the path of gods to 
attain Brahman, for in their case only, such a going has any meaning 
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and purpose, viz. the attainment of certain results, to be reached only 
through going to different places, as declared by Scripture (e.g. 
Kaus. 1.5-1.6). But in the case of the knowers, there is no necessity 
for such a going, since they attain identity with Brahman here and 
now immediately after the removal of the veil of nescience.! 
Ramanuja 

Here he answers the prima facie view stated under the previous 
aphorism. Similar to Nimbarka’s interpretation, though the inter- 
pretation of the words “upapanna”’ and "lokavat" different, thus: 
“(The view that there is the complete decay of all works at the time 
of the soul's separation from the body is) appropriate, on account of 
finding things which are marks of that, (i.e. soul's connection with the 
body), as in ordinary life”. That is, just as a pond, dug at first for 
the purpose of irrigation of fields, continues to exist and be used by 
people for other purposes, such as, supplying drinking water and the 
like, even when its original purpose has been served, i.e. just as the 
effect, viz. the pond, continues to exist when its cause, viz. the purpose 
of irrigation, is no moro, so the subtle body, the effect, continues to 
exist for serving a purpose, viz. tho attainment of Brahman, other 
than its original purpose, viz. the undergoing of karmas, even when 
the karmas, its causes, are no more.? 


Bhaskara 


He interprets the sütra thus: “(The teaching about the going 
of the soul is) appropriate, on account of finding a purpose characterized 
by that (viz. a purpose for the going), as in ordinary life". That is, 
in Scripture (Kaus. 1.5-1.6) we find that the soul enters into conver- 
sation with the Karyya-Brahman and this is not possible unless it 
travels through the path of light and so on. This also shows that 
it is accompanied by the subtle body, since in ordinary experience 
we find that only those who are endowed with sense-organs can enter 
into conversations. This subtle body disappears only when the soul 
attains the Supreme Brahman through the Karyya- Brahman. 


1 $.B. 3.3.30, p. 804. 
2 Sri. D. 3.3.30, p. 299, Part 2. 
3 Bh. B. 3.3.30. 
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Srikantha 


For Srikantha interpretation, see under the previous sütra. This 
is sutra 29 in his commentary. 


Baladeva 


This is sütra 31 in his commentary. He takes it as constituting 
an adhikarana by itself, concerned with indicating which of the two 
paths of meditation—viz. meditation on God, the sweet and medi- 
tation on God, the majestic—is the higher. Hence the sütra: “(The 
devotee who meditates on God, the sweet) has attained superiority 
(‘upapanna’) on account of obtaining an object having that charac- 
teristic (viz. the Lord who is devoted to such a devotee), as in ordinary 
life". That is, just as a person through his love and loyalty for the 
king brings him under his control, i.e. pleases him, so the devotee 
who meditates on the Lord as the sweet brings the Lord under his 
control, i.e. wins over his favour.! 


Thus, according to Nimbarka, Samkara, Ramanuja and Bhàs- 
kara, there is à complete decay of the karmas of a knower at the time 
of his departure from the body, while according to Srikantha, there 
is the decay of some works then, the rest coming to decay when tho 
soul has crossed over the river Virajà. Baladeva does not raise the 
problem at all. 


Again, while Nimbarka, Ràmànuja, Bhaskara and Srikantha hold 
that the going through the path of gods is obligatory for all knowers, 
Samkara holds that it is obligatory only for those who meditate on 
the qualified Brahman, but never for those who know the non-qualified 
Brahman. 


1 G.B. 3.3.31, pp. 161-162, Chap. 3. “Loke yathà sarvadhikasyapi 
rijfiah sva-jananuvytti-rasikasya kaécij janas tad eka-hitanipunas tam sva- 
dhinam kurvan praéasyate tad-vat." 
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Adhikarana 13: The section entitled “Non- 
restriction”. (Sütra 31) 


SÜTRA 31 


“(THERE IS) NO RESTRICTION (WITH REGARD TO THE GOING 
THROUGH THE PATH OF GODS, BUT IT BELONGS) TO ALL (THE WOR- 
SHIPPERS OF BRAHMAN), (THERE IS) NON-CONTRADICTION ON 
ACCOUNT OF WORD (I.E. SCRIPTURE) AND INFERENCE (I.E. SMRTI)."' 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


There is “no restriction" that the going which is mentioned in the 
Upakosala-vidyà !, Paficagni-vidyà 2 and so on belongs only to those 
who are possessed of those vidyàs; but it belongs “to all" the wor- 
shippers of Brahman. Thus, if the going be common to all, then 
(alone) there is "non-contradiction" of Scripture and Smrti, viz. 
“Those who know this and those who worship faith and truth in the 
forest, pass over to light" (Brh. 6.2.15 3), “ Fire, light, day, bright 
fortnight, the six months of the northern progress of the sun,— 
departing through these, the knowers of Brahman go to Brahman” 
(Gità 8.24 4) and so on. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Previously, it has been stated that the going has à meaning only 
if there be the cessation of both good and bad deeds at the time of the 
decay of the gross body. Now, the question is being considered 
whether all those who possess Brahma-vidyà are entitled to such a 
supremely excellent journey, or only those who possess the vidyàs 
in which it is mentioned. 


Vide footnote 1, p. 640. 
Vide footnote 2, p. 640. 
$, R, Bh, Sk. 

R, Sk. 
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The path beginning with light is mentioned in certain vidyis, 
such as, Upakosala-vidya1, Paficágni-vidyà 2, Dahara-vidyà 3 and 
so on, but is not mentioned in the Madhu-vidyà 4, Sandilya- 


1 Upakosala-vidyd or the knowledge obtained by Upakosala, the disciple 
of Satyakama Jabala. Vide Chand. 4.10-4.15. The story begins thus: 
Upakosala Kamalayana dwelt with Satyakama Jabala as a student of sacred 
knowledge, and for twelve years he tended the fires. But his teacher did not 
allow him to return home, nor did he teach him the knowledge of Brahman, but 
went off on a journey. Thereupon, Upakosala, filled with grief, began to fast. 
At this the three fires, Gárhapatya, Anvàhüryya and Ahavaniya took pity 
on him and each taught him the Agni-vidyà and the Atma-vidya, and told him 
that the teacher would teach him the path. When the teacher returned, he 
proceeded to instruct Upakosala further thus: “That Person who is seen within 
the eyo is the soul, that is the immortal, the fearless, that is Brahman ” (Chand. 
4.15.1).— “Now, whether they perform cremation obsequies in the case of such 
& person, (i.e. who knows this vidy&), or not, thoy (i.c. the dead) pass over to 
light, from light to the day, from day to the fortnight of the waxing moon, 
from the fortnight of the waxing moon to the six months of the northern progress 
of the sun, from those months to the year, from the year to the sun, from the sun 
to the moon, from the moon to lightning". Chand. 4.15.5. Vide V.K. 1.2.13. 

? PaüÁcágni-vidyd or the doctrine of the five fires, taught to Gautama by 
King Pravàhana. Vide Brh. 6.2; Chand. 5.4—5.10. For detailed account see 
V.K. 3.1.1. 

3 Dahara-vidyá or the doctrine of the Small, i.e. the doctrine that the 
Universal Soul is within the heart of man. Vide Chand. 8.1-8.6; Mahànár. 10.7. 
The doctrine begins thus: “Now, what is here in this city of Brahman is a small 
lotus-chamber, small is the ether within that. What is within that should be 
searched for, that certainly is what one should desire to understand ” (Chand. 
8.1.1), and ends: “Now, as & great extending highway goes to two villages, this 
one and the yonder, even so these rays of the sun go to two worlds, this one 
and the yonder. They extend from the yonder sun and enter into these veins. 
They extend from the veins and enter into the yonder sun” (Chand. 8.6.2). 
" But when he thus departs from the body, then he ascends upwards through 
those very rays of the sun. With the thought ‘Om’, forsooth, he passes up. 
As quickly as one could direct one’s mind to it, he goes to the sun. That, 
certainly, is the door to the world (of Brahman), an entrance for knowers, a 
stopping for non-knowers’”’ (Chand. 8.6.5). Vide V.K. 1.3.14-23; 3.3.38. 

4 Madhu-vidyá or the doctrine of the honey, i.e. the doctrine of the co- 
relativity of all things, cosmic and personal, and the immanence of the soul, 
taught to the two Aévinis by Dadhyafic Atharvana. Vide Brh. 2.5.6-19. It 
begins: “This earth is the honey for all creatures and all creatures are honey 
for this earth. This shining immortal Person who is in this earth, and with 
reference to the self, this shining immortal Person who is in the embodied soul,— 
he, indeed, is this Soul, this Immortal, this ALL” (Brh. 2.5.1) and goes on with 
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vidya 1, Vaisvanara-vidya ? and the rest. Hence the doubt is as to 
whether the path belongs only to those who are possessed of the 
Upakosala-vidya and the rest, or to all those who possess the Brahma- 
vidyà. With regard to it, the prima facie view is as follows: It is 
proper that the path should belong only to those who are possessed of 
the vidyàs in which it is mentioned, on account of the force of the 
general subject-matter, and not to others,—so is the restriction. 

With regard to it, we reply: “No restriction", i.e. there is no 
restriction that the path belongs only to those who possess the vidyàs 
in which it is mentioned, but this path is open to all those who possess 
Brahma-vidya. 

If it be objected that in that case, there will result contradiction 
with the general subject-matter, we say: “‘non-contradiction”’, since 
the general subject-matter is set aside by text. Whence is this 
known? “From word and inference," i.e. from Scripture and Smrti, 
viz. from the scriptural texts: “Those who know this thus and those 
who worship faith and truth in the forest, they pass over to light" 
(Brh. 6.2.15) and so on; and from the Smrti passage: “Fire, light, the 
day, the bright fortnight, the six months of the northern progress of 
the sun,—departing through these those who know Brahman go to 
Brahman ” (Gità 8.24) and so on. Here having stated that those who 
are devoted to the five fires and who know this heaven-world and the 
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similar designations of water, fire, air, the sun, the quarters, the moon, lightning 
thunder, space, law, truth, mankind, and soul. 

There is a different Madhu-vidya, or the representation of the sun as the 
honey extracted from all the Vedas in the Chandogya (Chand. 3.1-3.11). For 
detailed account, vide V.K. 1.3.33, footnote 1, p. 335. 

1 Sündilya- vidya or the doctrine taught by Sandilya. Vide Brh. 5.6; Sat. 
Br. 10.6.3; Chand. 3.14. For detailed account vide V.K. 3.3.19. 

2 Vaisvanara-vidyad or the doctrine of the Universal Soul taught to six 
Bréhmanas, Pracinasala and the rest, by King Aévapati, vide Chand. 5.11—5.18. 
The story begins: Six great house-holders, Prācīnaśāla and the rest assembled 
and pondered: ‘‘‘Who is our Soul? Who is Brahman ?"' Unable to decide, 
they approached Uddalaka Aruni with a view to learning about the Vaisvanara 
Atman or the Universal Soul from him. The latter directed them to King 
A$vapati. A$évapati asked each of the six: ‘‘‘ Whom do you reverence as the 
Universal Soul?’’’ They successively answered: the heaven, the sun, the wind, 
the ether, water and the earth. Thereupon Aávapati taught them that the Uni- 
versal Soul is not thus separate, i.e. either the heaven, or the sun, etc., but is 
the Universal Being, comprehending everything. Vide V.K. 1.2.25; 3.3.56. 

3 Vide Pu. Mi. Su. 3.3.14. 
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rest as fire pass over to light, Scripture goes on to say in the text: 
* And those who in forest" (Brh. 7.2.15) that those too who meditate 
with faith on the true Brahman, celebrated in another scriptural text: 
“Brahman is truth, knowledge, infinite" (Tait. 2.1), pass over to light. 
In this manner, truly, the path is attained by all those who possess 
Brahma-vidyà, as by those who possess the Paficagni-vidyà. Hence 
it is ascertained that the general subject-matter is set aside by the 
texts, designating such a journey through the path of light, which are 
of a greater force. Similarly, by Smrti as well the journey of all 
worshippers of Brahman through this path alone is established. 
Hence it is established that the path beginning with light, which is 
indeed met with in all the vidyàüs, is (only) re-mentioned (in the 
Upakosala-vidyà) and so on. 


Here ends the section entitled “Non-restriction’’ (13). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


He reads “‘sarvasim’”’ (feminine gender) instead of "sarvesam " 
(masculine gender), and interprets the sutra thus: “(There is) no 
restriction (with regard to the going through path of light, but it is 
valid) for all (the saguna-vidyàs or meditations on the qualified Brah- 
man), (there is) non-contradiction on account of work and inference"! 
Thus, literally he interprets the sütra like Nimbarka, but while he 
speaks here of saguna-vidyas only, which, according to him, do not 
directly lead to release, Nimbarka does not do so. 


Ramanuja and Srikantha 


They revert the order of this sütra and the next thus:— 


Nimbarka and others Ràmaànuja and Srikantha 

“Aniyamah ..... " (sūtra 31). “Yavadhikaram . . . . .’. 
(sütra 31). 

“Yavadhikéram . . . ." (sūtra 32). " Aniyamah . . .." (sūtra 32) 


1 S.B. 3.3.31, p. 805. 
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Interpretation same, only Rāmānuja does not take sūtra 31 
(sūtra 32 according to Nimbārka) as forming an adhikaraņa by itself, 
but includes it under the section entitled “The Passing Away" (section 
12 according to Nimbarka). He, however, takes 32 (sūtra 31 according 
to Nimbarka) as forming a section by itself, like Nimbārka. Sri- 
kantha takes each of these two sütras as constituting an adhikarana 
by itself, like Nimbarka. 

Baladeva 


This is sütra 32 in his commentary. He too begins a new 
adhikarana here, but concerned with an entirely different topic. 
He reads “ avirodhat " instead of ‘‘ avirodhah ". Thus: “ (There is) 
no rule (that meditation, muttering prayers, singing the name of the 
Lord and the rest are to be performed conjointly always as a means 
to salvation, since any ono of them may singly lead to salvation), 
since there is no contradiction of all (texts), on account of word and 
inference’’.1 


Adhikarana 14: The section entitled “So long 
asthe office lasts". (Sūtra 32) 
SÜTRA 32 
"Qr THOSE WHO ARE ENTRUSTED WITH (CERTAIN) OFFICE, THERE 
IS ABIDING SO LONG AS THE OFFICE LASTS." 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Of Vasistha and the rest, on the other hand, “there is abiding 
so long as the office lasts ”, owing to the influence of the works of which 
their office is the result. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


(The author) is now refuting the following objection: 

The argument stated above, viz. that through the power of know- 
ledge there result the decay of all the karmas of a knower at the time of 
his separation from the body, and the (consequent) attainment (by him) 


1 G.B. 3.3.32, pp. 164-165, Chap. 3. 
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of a distinguished place through the path beginning with light, is not 
justifiable, since it is found that even great sages like Vadsistha 
and the rest, (though) possessed of knowledge, were re-born and 
experienced pleasures and pains. The re-birth of Vaáéistha from 
a pitcher is well-known.! How he experienced grief is declared by 
Smrti thus: “He devoured Vaáistha's hundred sons, Sakti and his 
younger brothers, as an infuriated lion devours a small deer. On 
hearing that his sons had been killed by Vi$vàmitra, VaSistha bore that 
grief as the great mountain bears the world. He, the best of the sages, 
planned to destroy himself, but never did the greatest among the wise 
think of destroying Kausika (i.e. Visvamitra). The holy sage threw 
himself down from the peak of the Meru. From the mountain he fell 
down on its stones as on a heap of cotton. When he did not 
die from that fall, O Pàndava, His Holiness entered a blazing-fire 
in a great forest. Then, though well-lit, the fire did not burn him. 
Seeing the sea, the great sage, afflicted with grief, fastened a heavy 
stone around his neck and dropped into the water. (But) the great 
sage was placed on the land by the current of the sea-waves. Then, 
depressed, he, went once more towards his own hermitage " (Maha. 1. 
6737-67442). How he experienced happiness, too, is declared by 
Smrti thus: “And he was followed to his hermitage by his daughter- 
in-law, named AdrSyanti. Then by chance he heard from behind the 
sound of the study of the Veda, complete in meaning and ornamented 
with the six subsidiary parts. 'Who is following me ?' he asked then. 
‘I, Adráyanti,' replied his daughter-in-law, Sakti's wife, highly virtuous, 
endowed with austerities and leading a religious life. ‘Daughter, 
from whom is coming the sound of the study of the Veda with its 
subsidiary parts? Formerly, the Veda with its subsidiary parts was 
heard by me from Sakti alone.’ ‘In my womb has been born, O sage, 
the offspring of your son Sakti, who repeated the Vedas here for twelve 
years.’ Told thus by her, the sage Vasistha, the highest, highly pleased, 
saying: “I have an offspring’, refrained, O Partha, from dying" 
(Maha. 1.67556-6760 3). 

(Reply:) “Of those who are entrusted with (certain) office’’, 
i.e. of Vasistha and the rest, who owing to certain karmas, have been 


1 Vide Rg.V. 7.33.13, p. 26. 
2 Pp. 244-245, vol. 1. 
3 P. 245, lines 14-19, vol. 1. 
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entrusted with offices like composing the Veda and so on, “there is 
abiding so long as the office lasts’’, owing to the non-cessation of the 
works which have already begun to bear fruits and which brought about 
the office. Hence, in their ca&e too, when through retributive enjoy- 
ment, the works which have begun to bear fruits and which brought 
about the office become exhausted; and when the office (thereby) 
comes to an end, there result the decay of all works at the time of 
their separation from the final body and the (subsequent) attain- 
ment (by them) of the path beginning with light. 


Here ends the section entitled “So long as the office lasts ” (14). 


Adhikarana 15: The section entitled “The cons 
ception of the Imperishable". (Sütras 33-34) 


SÜTRA 33 


*BuTr THERE IS THE COMPREHENSION (IN ALL BRAHMA-VIDYAS) 
OF THE CONCEPTIONS OF THE ÍMPERISHABLE, ON ACCOUNT OF 
GENERALITY AND ON ACCOUNT OF BEING THAT, AS IN THE CASE OF 
WHAT BELONGS TO THE UPASAD, THAT HAS BEEN SAID." 


Vedàanta-pàrijata-saurabha 


There should be the inclusion, under all meditations on Brahman, 
of the conceptions of non-grossness and tho rest, connected with 
the Imperishable, stated in the text: ''That, verily, O Gargi, the 
Brühmanas call the Imperishable, non-gross, non-atomic, non-short”’ 
(Brh. 3.8.81). Why? Because everywhere the Imperishable, viz. 
Brahman, the chief, is the same ; and because those attributes of non- 
grossness and the rest form essential parts of an investigation into. His 
real nature; just as in the Jáàmadagnya-ahina ? sacrifice, in which the 
Upasad 3 offerings are to consist of puradàs *, the sacred formula read 

! S, R, Bh, Sk, B. 

2 A sacrifice lasting four days, called ‘Jémadagnya’ because offered by 
Jümadagni. Vide Tait. Sam. 7.1.9. See V.K. 3.3.33. 

3 Name of a ceremony lasting several days and forming part of the Jyoti- 
toma sacrifice. 

* A puradas is a sacrificial cake of ground rice, usually divided into pieces 
and offered in one or more cups (or kapáha). 
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in the Sàma-veda, viz.: ‘‘ May the fire promote the sacrifice" (Tand. 
Br. 21.10.11 4) and so on, is recited in the low accent of the Yajur-veda. 
“That has been said," viz.: “If there be opposition between the 
subsidiary and the primary, there is connection of the Veda with the 
primary, because of the subserviency of that, (i.e. of the subsidiary to 
the primary)". (Pu. Mi. Su. 3.3.9.2) 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


By the statement (made above) that the knowers abide (in this 
world) until the completion of their offices, it is indicated that the 
departure of such men also from the universo, consisting of the 
sentient and the non-sentient, is under the control of the Highest 
Person alone, different from the universe. Now (the author) points 
out that the attributes of non-grossness, non-atomicity and the 
rest of that very Highest Person,—the cause of the origin and the 
rest of the world, the controller of the sentient and the non- 
sentient, different in nature from the whole group of non-sentient 
objects which are seen to be possessed of grossness and from the 
group of sentient beings which are declared by Scripture to be 
atomic, and an ocean of natural, eternal and infinite mass of attri- 
butes,—are to be meditated on by the knower in all the meditations 
on Him. 

In the Brhadàranyaka, the answer given to Gàrgi by Yàjnavalkya 
is recorded thus: ‘ “That, verily, O Gàrgi, the Brihmanas call the 
Imperishable, non-gross, non-atomic, non-short, non-long, not red, 
not fluid, without shadow, without darkness, without air, without 
Space, unassociated, tasteless, odourless, without eyes, without ears, 
without speech, without mind, without light, without breadth, without 

1 P.625, vol. 2. Š, R, Bh, SK, B. 

2 P.280. S, R, Bh, SK. 

The senso is that when the primary and the subsidiary belong to two different 
Vedas, the Vedic characteristic of the subsidiary is to be determined by tho 
primary, because the subsidiary is subservient to the primary, i.e. because the 
performer takes up the performance of the subsidiary solely for the purpose 
of making the primary complete in all details. "Vide Sab. B. on Pù. Mi. Sa. 3.3.9, 
pp. 280-281. Hence hore the Sàma-veda mantras, instead of being recited in 
the loud accent of the Sama-veda, are to be recited in the low accent of the 


Yajur-veda, since they form subordinate parts of à Yajur-vedic sacrifice, viz. 
Jámadagnya-ahina. 


{s0. 3. 3. 33. 
ADH. 15.] VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA 647 


happiness!, without measure, without inside and without outside. 
It consumes nothing whatsoever..... 2 Verily, O Gargi, at the com- 
mand of this Imperishable the sun and the moon stand held apart" ’ 
(Brh. 3.8.8-93). In the text of the followers of the Atharva-veda 
too beginning: ‘“ Now, the higher is that whereby the Imperishable is 
apprehended” (Mund. 1.1.5), it is said: “That which is invisible, 
intangible, without family, without caste, without eye, without ear, 
without hands and feet " (Mund. 1.1.6 4). 

Here the doubt is, whether the attributes, viz. non-grossness, 
non-atomicity, invisibility, intangibility and the rest, which belong 
to Brahman, denoted by the word ‘Imperishable’, which are mentioned 
in the Brhadáranyaka and the text of the followers of the Atharva- 
veda, and which establish the difference of Brahman from the sentient 
and the non-sentient,—are to be inserted in all the meditations on 
Brahman or not. On the suggestion, viz. that they are not to be 
inserted, there being no purpose for that,— 

(We reply:) There is a purpose. In those meditations on 
Brahman too, it is Brahman, different from the sentient and the 
non-sentient, that is the object to be attained by the attainers,—so 
says (the author): ‘‘But there is the comprehension of the conceptions 
of the Imperishable". “The Imperishable" is Brahman. There 
should be the “comprehension ", i.e. inclusion, of the "conceptions" 
of non-grossness, non-atomicity and the rest also, connected with Him, 
in all the meditations on Brahman, in order that we may understand 


1 Correct quotation: “amukham”’ (- without mouth) and not ‘“asukham’’. 
Vide Brh. 3.3.8, p. 169. 

2 Omitted portion: “None whatsoever consumes it ”. 

3 Vide the dialogue betweon Gargi and Yajfiavalkya, Brh. 3.8. Gargi 
put two questions to Yajfiavalkya: First: “That which is above the sky, that 
which is beneath the earth, that which is between these two, sky and earth, that 
which people call the past, the present and the future,—across what is that woven, 
warp and woof?” (Brh. 3.8.4). Answer: “That, O Gargi, the Br&áhmanas call 
the Imperishable ", etc. 

* Vide Mund. 1.1. Brahma taught this knowledge of Brahman to his 
eldest son Atharva, who taught it to Angir, who taught it to Bharadvaja Satya- 
vaha, who taught it to Abgiras. Then, Saunaka, a great householder approached 
Angiras with the question: “Sir! Through knowing which everything else 
becomes known ?" (Mund. 1.1.3). Thereupon Angiras proceeded to teach him 
two kinds of knowledge, higher (or parà) and lower (or apar&). The lower so is 
the knowledge of the four Vedas with their subsidiary parts, the higher is the 
knowledge whereby the Imperishable is apprehended. 
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His real nature as different from the sentient and the non-sentient. 
That His essential attributes, like bliss and the rest, are to be so 
included has been stated under the aphorism: “Bliss and the rest 
belonging to the chief" (Br. Su. 3.3.11). Similarly, in order that the 
illusory notion that His bliss is similar to other kinds of blisses may 
be set at naught,! it is proper that the attributes of non-grossness, 
non-atomicity and the rest should be included everywhere. Why? 
"On account of generality and on account of being that"; that is, 
because in all meditations on Brahman, the real nature of the object 
to be meditated on, which is different from the sentient and the non- 
sentient and is the object to be attained, remains the same; also 
because those attributes of non-grossness, non-atomicity and the rest 
form essential parts of an investigation into the nature of the Chief, 
as they follow Him. 

An instance illustrating that the attributes (or the secondary 
matters) follow the chief (or the primary matter) is given in the phrase: 
“ As in the case of what belongs to the Upasad’’. That is, just as in 
the Jàmadagnya-ahina sacrifice, in which the upasad offerings are 
to consist of puradà$, enjoined in the text: “Jamadagni, desiring 
prosperity, sacrificed with the four-nightly rite. .... 2 The sacrificial 
cakes become the upasad offerings" (Tait. Sam. 7.1.93), the sacred 
formule read in the Sàma-veda, like “May the fire promote the 
sacrifice" (Tànd. Br. 7.1.9) and so on, are recited by the Adhvaryyu 
in the low accent of the Yajur-veda, as they follow the principal 
matter. “That has been said", i.e. said by Jaimini, viz. “If there 
be opposition between the subsidiary and the primary, because of 
the subserviency of that (viz. of the subsidiary to the primary)". 
(Pū. Mi. Si. 3.3.9.) ; 


1 That is, to know a thing is to know its peculiar attributes which distin- 
guish it from other objects. Now, bliss and tho rest do not constitute the ex- 
clusive attributes of Brahman, since they are the attributes of the individual 
souls as well. Hence in order that the bliss and so on of Brahman may not 
be confused with the bliss and the rest of the individual soul, it is necessary 
to include in all meditations on Brahman the further attributes of non-grossness, 
non-atomicity and the rest, which belong to Brahman exclusively, over and 
above the attributes of bliss and so on. 

2 Omitted portion: “‘He prospered therein and the two descendants of 
Jamadagni are not found to be grey-haired. He who knowing thus offers the 
four-nightly rite comes to have that prosperity". 

3 P. 251, line 17, vol. 2. 
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COMPARISON 


Samkara and Bhaskara 


99 


Interpretation of “ simanya-tad-bhavabhyam ” different, viz. 
“On account of the equality (i.e. because all texts equally establish 
Brahman as such, i.e. as different from the Universe) and on account 
of that object (viz. Brahman, being the object of all texts) ".! 


SÜTRA 34 


*So MUCH (I.E. ONLY THESE ATTRIBUTES) (ARE TO BE INCLUDED 
EVERYWHERE), ON ACCOUNT OF REFLECTION.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Since Brahman, the best of all, is meditated on through (i.e. as 
possessed of) bliss and the rest, characterized by non-grossness and so 
on, bliss and the rest are to be included everywhere. Other attributes 
like having all works and the like, though following the Chief (viz. 
Brahman) are to be comprised (only) where mentioned. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. In accordance with the stated maxim ?, 
it follows that there is the inclusion everywhere of those attributes as 
well, which are stated in the scriptural text: “Having all works, 
having all odours, having all tastes" (Chand. 3.14.2, 4), as they 
too follow the Chief—(the author) says: “So much", i.e. bliss and 
the rest, characterized by non-grossness and so on 3, are included 
in all the meditations on Brahman. Why? “On account of reflec- 
tion"; that is, “the reflection" on Brahman, different from the 
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1 S.B. 3.3.33, p. 811; Bh. B. 3.3.33, p. 188. 

? Viz. that attributes or secondary matters follow their substratum or the 
primary matter. 

3 Which differentiate such bliss, etc. from ordinary bliss, etc. of the indivi- 
dual souls. 
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sentient and the non-sentient, is preceded by the differentiation of 
Him from others by means of the group of attributes like bliss and 
the rest, characterized by non-grossness and so on,—on account of 
such a reflection on Him, i.e. meditation on Him with thought directed 
toward Him. (The attributes like) having all works and so on, though 
following the chief, are suitable in those place alone where they are 
mentioned, there being no special purpose for their inclusion every- 
where. Hence it is established that ‘there is the comprehension of the 
conceptions of the Imperishable’ (Br. Su. 3.3.33). 


Here ends the section entitled “The conception of the Imperishable’’. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


Bhaskara reads “igat”. They take this sūtra as constituting 
an adhikarana by itself, concerned with the question whether the 
two passages in the Svetdévatara-upanisad (Svet. 4.6) and in the Katha- 
upanigad (Katha. 3.1) refer to the same vidya. The answer is that they 
are the same “on account of so much (viz. the number two) being 
recorded". That is, in both the passages the Lord and the individual 
soul are designated as the objects to be known. As such, both 
constitute the same vidyà.! 


Baladeva 
Interpretation same, only the interpretation of the word 


āmananāt” different, viz. "On account of scriptural declaration 2. 


1 S.B. 3.3.34, pp. 814; Bh. B. 3.3.34, p. 188. 
2 G.B. 3.3.35. 
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Adhikarana 16: The section entitled “Being 
within". (Sütras 3 5-37) 


 SOTRA 35 


“IF IT BE OBJECTED THAT (THE FORMER REPLY WHICH DESCRIBES 
THE SELF AS) WITHIN (SPEAKS) OF ONE’S OWN SELF AS POSSESSED 
OF THE GROUP OF ELEMENTS, OTHERWISE (THERE IS) UNACOCOUNT- 
ABLENESS OF DIFFERENOB, (WE REPLY:) NO, AS IN THE CASE 
OF ANOTHER TEACHING." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If it be objected: In the Brhadaranyaka, to the question of 
Usasta, viz. “He who is Brahman manifest and not visible, he who 
is the soul within all, explain him to mo " (Brh. 3.4.11), the answer 
given was: ‘ “ He who breathes in with the in-breath is your soul 
which is within all”’ (Brh. 3.4.1.2). Here, the phrase: “He is your 
soul, which is within all", teaches something “within”, i.e. teaches 
the individual soul as within the body and the rest, it alone being 
the cause of breathing in and breathing out. In the very same 
manner, to the question of Kahola, viz. ‘“ He who alone is Brahman, 
manifest and not invisible, he who is the soul within all, explain 
him to me" ' (Brh. 2.5.1.3), the answer given was: ‘“He who passes 
beyond hunger and thirst, beyond grief, delusion, old age, death" ’ 
(Brh. 3.5.14). Here, on the other hand, the text teaches the Highest 
Self,—as such the vidyàs are different, otherwise the difference of the 
answers is unaccountable,— 

(We reply:) “No”, since in both the cases, the questions and 
the answers refer to the Primary Being alone (viz. Brahman). Just 
as in the Sad-vidyà,5 it is found that with a view to demonstrating 


3 R, Sk. * Š, Bh, Sk. 

5 Sad-vidyà or the doctrine of the Existent or the True, taught to Sveta- 
ketu by Áruni, vide Chànd. 6 (whole). 

The story begins: Svetaketu became a student of sacred knowledge at the 
request of his father Áruni, and after having studied the Vedas for twelve years, 
returned home, conceited, thinking himself very learned. Thereupon his father 
asked him whether he had asked for the instruction whereby the unheard be- 
comes heard, the unthought thought, the unknown known. As Svetaketu 

I2 
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the particular attributes of Brahman, there is repetition of the question: 
* * Sir, you yourself tell me that " °’ (Chand. 6.1.71), ‘ “Sir, inform 
me once more ’’’ (Chand. 6.5.4 ; 6.6.5, etc.2), as well as of the answer: 
* * That which is the finest essence,—all this has that for its soul”? 
(Chand. 6.8.7, etc.3), so here too the repetition of question and answer— 
with a view to demonstrating that the object to be known passes 
beyond hunger and so on—is appropriate. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


In the previous section, concerned with the inclusion of the 
attributes of non-grossness and the rest, it has been shown that the 
object to be known is different from other objects. With a view to 
confirming this, (the author), by showing now the identity of vidyàs 
in the two texts to be mentioned hereafter, refutes the illusory notion 
that there are two realities as the thing to be known. 

In the Brhadàranyaka, Usasta asked Yàjfiavalkya: '''He who 
is Brahman, manifest and not invisiblo, ho who is the soul within all, 
explain him to me" " (Brh. 3.4.1). The reply to it was: ''* He who 
breathes in with the in-breath is your soul which is within all. He 
who breathes out with the out-breath is your soul which is within all "'' 
(Brh. 3.4.1) and so on. Likewise, in the immediately following 
section, to the question of Kahola, viz. ‘ “ He alone who is Brahman, 
manifest and not invisible, he who is the self within all, oxplain him 
to me"' (Brh. 3.5.1), the answer was the following, beginning: 
* “He who passes beyond hunger and thirst, beyond grief, delusion, 
old age, death,—forsooth having known such a self, the Bráhmanas 
give up the desire for sons, desire for wealth" ', ending: ''' Aught else 
is wretched ”’ (Brh. 3.5.1). 

Here, the doubt is as to whether the questions and answers in the 
two cases refer to two vidyàs or to one. Here (the author) having 
propounded the prima facte view, rejects it thus: “If it be objected 


"mn a ——À À à 


was not acquainted with that doctrine Áruni taught him how from the knowledge 
of the cause, all its effocts can be known. Next he proceeded to teach him process 
of creation from the Sat. (Chand. 6.2-6.7). Finally, he taught him the great 
doctrine of “Thou art that" in various ways (Chand. 6.8-6.16). Each time 
Svetaketu asked to be taught once more (altogether nine times) and in answer 
Aruni taught him each time by means of a new illustration. 

1 R. 2 §, R. 3 É, R. 
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that (the former reply which describes the self as) within (speaks) 
of one’s own self possessed of the group of elements, otherwise there is 
unaccountableness of difference, (we reply:) no". If it be objected: 
The reply, viz. ‘ “He who breaths in with the in-breath ” ' (Brh. 3.4.1), 
given to the question of Usasta, viz. ‘ * He who is the self within all ”’ 
(Brh. 3.4.1), and referring to something “within”, should be known to 
be referring to “one’s own self possessed of the group of elements ”,1 
i.e. to the individual soul, since the individual soul being the inner soul 
of all, viz. of the body, the sense-organs, the mind, the intellect and so 
on, can appropriately be the inner soul of all. Consequently, the 
question of Kahola and the answer to it refor to the Highest Self, 
the primary inner soul, since the Highest Self alone is devoid of 
hunger and the rest. Thus owing to the difference of form, the 
questions and answers refer to two vidyàs. "Otherwise," i.e. if 
the vidyàs be taken to be identical on the ground that the questions 
and answers refer to the Highest Self in both cases, the difference of 
the answers is unaccountable, — 

(We reply:) ** no”, i.e. there is no difference of vidyàs, as the two 
sets of questions and answers refer to the samo form, viz. to the Highest 
Self (equally). Thus, to begin with, the question of Ugasta, viz. ‘ '' He 
who is manifest and not invisible Brahman, he who is the soul within 
all, explain him to me ”’ (Brh. 3.4.1) does indeed refer to the Highest 
Self alone. It means: Reverend Yàjfiavalkya, he who is Brahman, 
explain him to me. I am not asking about Brahman, consisting in 
His own power (viz. pradhàna, which may also be called Brahman) 
simply because of its connection with great attributes like existence and 
the rest.?2 With this idea he said: ‘Explain Brahman who is not 
invisible and who is the soul’.8 The individual soul too is Brahman 
because of its connection with the attribute of knowledge. I am not 


eS —— Re Se 


1 I.o. possessed of the body, etc., which are products of the clements. 

2 I.o. the word ‘Brahman’, meaning ‘one possessed of greatness’, may 
figuratively denote pradhüna too owing to its connection with great attributes. 
That a thing, though not great by nature, may yet be designated as great because 
of having great attributes, is shown under V.K. 2.3.28. 

3 Pradhàna is not'not invisible’, i.e. its evolutes are visible to all, while the 
Lord is so to the freed only. Again, pradhàna is not ‘soul’, which the Lord 
is. Hence these two epithets show that the word ‘Brahman’ docs not mean 
here pradhàna, but the Lord alone. 

* The individual soul, though atomic by nature, is said to be great because 
of having great attributes. Vide V.K. 2.3.28. 
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asking about Brahman having such a mark. With this idea, he said, 
‘Explain Brahman who is manifest, who is the soul within all'.! 
But such a Brahman is none but the cause of the world, having the 
stated marks, called the Highest Person. "Thus it is known that the 
question is concerned with the Supreme Brahman, in accordance with 
the following scriptural and Smrti texts: “The controller of matter 
and soul, the Lord of the properties of matter" (Svet. 6.16), “He is 
your soul, the inner controller" (Brh. 3.7.3-23), “Entered within, the 
ruler of men" (Tait. Ar. 3.11.1, 2 2), “He who abiding within the earth 
is other than the earth ” (Brh. 3.7.3), “He who abiding within the soul 
is other than the soul" (Sat. Br. 14, 6.7.30 3), ‘ “ I transcend the perish- 
able and am higher than even the imperishable. Hence I am celebrated 
in the world and in the Veda as the Highest Person "' (Gita 15.18), 
* ** He who sees me everywhere "'' (Gita 6.30), ' “ And I am situated in 
the heart of all’’’ (Gità 15.15) and so on. 

The answer, viz. ‘ “He who breathes in with the in-breath’’’ 
(Brh. 3.4.1) too refers to the Highest Person alone, since the Highest 
&lone is the primary agent of in-breathing, in accordance with the 
scriptural text: “For who would live, who would breathe, if there 
were not this bliss in the ether” (Tait. 2.7). 

That the last set of question and answer refers to the Highest 
Self is admitted by the prima facie view as well. 

There is repetition of question and answer for the sake of demon- 
strating that the Highest Person, the cause of the breathing of all 
breathing creatures, is beyond hunger and so on. (The author) 
states a parallel instance: “As in the case of another teaching". 
That is, just as under the same Sad-vidyà, which begins: ' “You 
are proud. Did you ask for that teaching’’’ (Chand. 6.1.2), there is 
repetition of the question thus: ' “But you yourself, Sir, tell me that ”’’ 
(Chand. 6.1.7), ‘ “Sir, inform me once more "'' (Chand. 6.5.4, etc.); 
and repetition of the answer as well, thus: ' “‘ That which is the finest 
essence—all this has that for its soul" ' (Chand. 6.8.7, etc.)—with a 


1 The individual is not ‘manifest’ Brahman, i.e. it is not directly and actually 
Brahman, but only figuratively, while the Lord is Brahman or great directly. 
Again, the individual soul is not the ‘soul within all’, which the Lord is. Hence 
these two epithets show that the word ‘Brahman’ here does not mean the 
individual soul, but the Lord alone. 

2 P. 18]. 

3 P. 1074. 
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view to demonstrating particular attributes in particular cases of one 
and the same object to be known,—so is the case here. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


He breaks the sütra into two separate sütras thus: 


“Antara bhüta-gràma-vat svātmanah” (sūtra 35). 
"Anyathà  bhedànupapattir iti cen  nopade$àntara-vat'' 
(sutra 36). 


Import and the conclusion reached are the same, only the literal 
interpretation different. Thus, while according to Nimbàrka the whole 
portion “ Antará—bhedànupapatti" constitutes the prima facie view, 
according to Samkara, the portion '* Antarà—svàtmanah"' does not 
state the prima facie view, but the view of the author, while the portion 
" Anyathà bhedanupapattir" alone states the prima facie view. Thus 
he interprets the portion: "Antar&—svütmanah"" (sūtra 35 in his 
commentary) as follows.—' (Both the texts speak) of one's own self 
(viz. the Lord) (to be) within all, (hence these two selves must be 
identical, otherwise the inner soul must become relative) as in the case 
(of the body composed of the) group of elements". That is, both the 
Brhadàranyaka passages speak of a self which is within all. Now if 
these two selvos be different, we have to say that there are two 
selves within all. But in that case neither can be said to bo the inner 
being absolutely, but only relatively, just as none of the five elements 
which constitute the body can be said to be within another—i.e. 
water within the earth and so on—absolutely or solely, but only 
relatively so. Hence to avoid this conclusion we must hold that the 
two selves are identical, i.e. the two passages refer to the same vidya. 

Samkara gives an alternative explanation of the phrase: “bhita- 
grama-vat’’, viz. “as (another scriptural passage, viz. Svet. 6.11 
declares the one self to be within all) the group of (beings)". Hence 
here also, there must be only one self within all. This proves the 
identity of the two selves and the consequent identity of vidyàs.! 

Sütra 36.—Like Nimbàrksa's interpretation. 


1 §.B. 3.3.35, pp. 814-815. 
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Bhaskara 


Interpretation diametrically opposed. He interprets the first 
part of the sütra like Samkara, but arrives at a directly opposite 
conclusion. Thus, like Nimbàrka, according to him also the portion 
“Antari—bhedanupapatti” constitutes the prima facie view, the 
rest the reply. Hence the prima facie view: “(The two passages in 
the Brhadaranyaka refer to the same self, for on this view alone the 
self which is designated as) within (can be the absolute inner self and 
not relatively only), otherwise (the self would be) like the group of 
elements none of which can be said to be within another absolutely). 
(Hence there is) inappropriateness of difference, (i.e. the two passages 
refer to the same self) ”. 

Correct conclusion: “No, as in the case of the difference (‘antara’) 
of teaching". That is, just as there are two different teachings here, 
so the objects taught by them too must be different. Or, an alter- 
native explanation: “No, as in the case of another (‘antara’) 
teaching". That is, just as in the Chàndogya the nine repetitions of 
the dictum: ‘Thou art that’ show that in every version the object 
established is different, so here.! 


Baladeva 


He breaks this sütra into two different sütras exactly after 
Samkara. Interpretation absolutely different. He begins a new 
adhikarana here (three sütras) concerned with the topic of the identity 
between the Lord and His city. Thus: 

Sutra 36.—“ Within (the city of the Lord, viz. Samvyoma or the 
great Ether), (things appear) like (things in) an elemental city ( ^ bhüta- 
gràma-vat") (i.e. in an ordinary city) (to the vision) of His own (i.e. 
to the devotees chosen by the Lord)." That is, in the city of the 
Lord, everything being a manifestation of tho Lord is but the Lord 
Himself, but they look like material objects to His devotees.2 

Sutra 37.—“Tf it be objected that otherwise (i.e. on the view 
that there is no difference between the Lord and His city), there is 
inappropriateness of difference (between the dweller and the resi- 
denoe), (we reply:), no, as in the case of another teaching." That is, 
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1 Bh. B. 3.3.35, p. 189. 


2 G.B. 3.3.36, p. 174, Chap. 3. “Yatratyam vastu-jütam sarvam brah- 
mátmakam api prthivyüdi-nirmita-vat sphurati.”’ 
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just as another text (Tait. 2.1) declares the Lord to be both 
bliss and blissful, the attribute and the substratum of attributes, so 
the Lord is both tho dweller and the residence, i.e. is identical with 
His city, yet dwells in the city. Everything is possible in His 
case.! 


SOTRA 36 


“(THERE MUST BE) EXCHANGE (OF IDEAS), FOR (THE TWO TEXTS) 
SPECIFY (THE SAME BRAHMAN), AS IN ANOTHER CASE." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


An investigation into the Highest, distinguished from the 
individual soul as the cause of the breathing of all breathing 
creatures, is to be made by Kahola as by Usasta. Similarly, an 
investigation into Him, distinguished from the individual soul as 
beyond hunger and so on, is to be made by Usasta as by Kahola. 
Thus, there is a mutual exchange of investigations. This being so, 
Brahman becomes distinguished from the individual soul. Hence the 
answers given by Yàjfíavalkya "specify", in both cases, the samo 
soul of all as the object to be worshipped, just as in the Sad-vidya 
all the answers specify the same Brahman, the Existent. 


Vedànta -kaustubha 


'To the objection, viz. Let it be that in both the cases the questions 
and the answers refer to the Primary Inner Soul of all. Still, the 
vidyàs do not become identical, a difference between them being 
possible by reason of the fact that in the prior section the Primary 
Inner Soul, characterized by the attribute of being the cause of the 
breathing of all breathing creatures, is of one form as an object to be 
known by Ugasta; while in the subsequent section, the Primary Inner 
Soul, characterized by the attribute of being beyond hunger and 
80 on, is of another form as an object to be known by Kahola,—(the 
author) says: 
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1 G.B. 3.3.37, p. 175, Chap. 3. 
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There is "exchange", i.e. inter-change, of the attributes of 
being the cause of the breathing of all breathing creatures and being 
beyond hunger and so on. The object to be known by Usasta too 
is the one Supreme Brahman, differentiated from the sentient by the 
two distinguishing attributes. Similarly, the object to be known by 
Kahola too is the same Brahman, “for”, with a view to making it 
known that the Highest Person, the soul of all and the object to 
be worshipped, is different from the individual soul, endowed with 
the attributes of occupying a small place and so on,—the answers 
given by Yàjfüiavalkya “specify”, i.e. demonstrate, Brahman as differ- 
ent from the individual soul by defining His attributes of being the 
eause of the breathing of all breathing creatures and being beyond 
hunger and so on. “Asin another case." That is, just as in another 
case, viz. in the case in the Sad-vidyà, by the repeated answers, 
establishing diverse attributes, the samo Brahman is specified as the 
object to be known, but by reason of this difference of attributes, 
He Himself does not become different, in those cases, as an object 
to be worshipped,—so is the case here. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


This is sütra 37 in Samkara’s commentary. 

They take this sütra to be constituting an adhikarana by itself, 
concerned with the question whether the Aitareya and Jabala texts: 
“I am he, he is I" (Ait. Ar. 2.2.4, 6), “You are I, I am you” mean 
only that the individual soul is the Lord; or both that the individual 
soul is the Lord and the Lord is the individual soul. The Prima 
facie view is that here the transposition 1s to be understood in one 
way only, viz. that the individual soul is the Lord,—since the lower 
can become the higher, —but never that the Lord too is the individual 
soul, since the Lord can never become the individual soul. The answer 
is: "(The texts designate) exchange (ie. mutual transposition of 
the ideas of the individual soul and the Lord), for (they) specify 
(this exchange expressly), as in other cases". That is, in the texts, 
we must not only understand the individual soul to be the Lord, 
but vice versa as well, seeing that the texts expressly say not only 
“I am he”, but also “He is I". If the transposition were meant 
to be understood in one way alone, they would have stopped by 
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saying "I am he". What the above passages aim at enjoining is 
the meditation on the unity of the soul. Hence just as other texts 
record the attributes of being the soul of all and so on for the purpose 
of meditation, so the above texts record à mutual transposition of 
the ideas of ‘I’ and ‘He’ for the same purpose.! 


Baladeva 


This is sütra 38 in his commentary. 

Here he concludes the topic of the identity between the Lord 
and His city. Hence the sūtra: “For (texts like Brh. 1.4.15) specify 
(that an) interchange (is possible between the Lord and His city), 
like other (texts, e.g. Gopàla-pürva-tàpani, etc.)". That is, the City 
of Brahman is identical with Brahman Himself, hence an exchange 
is possible between them, and the former is equally adorable like the 
latter.” 


SOTRA 37 


“FoR HE ALONE (IS THE OBJECT OF MEDITATIONS IN ALL THE 
VERSIONS), THE TRUE AND THE REST (ARE INSERTED IN ALL THE 
VERSIONS).”’ 

Vedanta-pdarijata-saurabha 


“He alone" who is denoted by the term ‘true’, and is mentioned 
in the texts: “That divinity thought" (Chand. 60.3.29), “Light 
(merges) in the highest divinity” (Chand. 6.8.6 4), is repeated in the 
versions, such as: ‘ “‘ Just as, my dear, the bees prepare the honey" ' 
(Chand. 6.9.1 5) and so on. The very same (attributes of being) “the 
true and the rest", mentioned in the first version thus: ‘“ Everything 
has that for its self, that is true ” ' (Chand. 6.8.7 9), are inserted in all 
other versions. 


Vedànta-kaustubha 
To the objection, viz. In the Sad-vidyà too, there being a repe- 


tition of question and answer, how is it ascertained that the object 
to be meditated on is the same ?—(the author) says: 
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1 S.B. 3.3.37, pp. 816-817; Bh. B. 3.3.36 (written as 3.3.37), p. 189. 

2 G.B. 3.3.38, p. 176, Chap. 3. "Paramátmaiva loko lokah paramatmeti.”’ 
3 R, SK. 4 R. 

5 R. 6 R, SK. 
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“For he alone,” i.e. the Highest Divinity alone, denoted by the 
term ‘existent’ and referred to in the passages: “That divinity 
thought" (Chand. 6.3.2), “Light (merges) in the Highest Divinity" 
(Chand. 6.8.6), is repeated in the versions: ' “Just as, my dear, the 
bees prepare the honey ”’ (Chand. 6.9.1) and so on. The very same 
(attributes of being) “the true" and so on, mentioned in the first 
version: ‘ “All this has that for its soul, that is true’ ’ (Chand. 6.8.7), 
are inserted in all the other versions. Hence inthe Sad-vidya, the 
object to be worshipped is the same indeed. Thus it is established 
that in both the cases the questions and the answers are concerned 
with the same vidya. 


Here ends the section entitled “Being within” (16). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


This is sütra 38 in Samkara’s commentary. They take this 
sutra too as constituting an adhikarana by itself, concerned with the 
question whether the two Sad-vidyàs (in Brh. 5.4 and Brh. 5.5) 
constitute the same vidya or two different vidyàs. The answer is 
that they are the same vidyà. Thoy read “sā” (meaning vidya) 
instead of "sa" (meaning the Lord). Hence the sūtra: “For that 
(viz. the same Sad-vidyà) alone (is recorded by the two texts), (hence 
the attributes of) truth and so on (are to be comprehended in one act 
of meditation)" .1 

Srikantha 


He takes this sütra as constituting an adhikarana by itself. 


Interpretation same. 
Baladeva 


This is sūtra 39 in his commentary. Ho takes this sūtra as 
constituting an adhikarana by itself, concerned with proving that 
the attributes of the Lord are not unreal. Like Samkara and Bhas- 
kara, he reads “sā” (meaning the para-Sakti of the Lord). Hence 
the sūtra: “She (viz. the parà-$akti of the Lord) alone is truth and the 
rest". "That is, the attributes of the Lord like truth, omniscience 
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1 S.B. 3.3.38, pp. 817-819; Bh. B. 3.3.37 (written as 3.3.38), p. 190. 
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and so on, are the modifications of the pará-éakti or the svarüpa-Sakti 
of the Lord. Hence they are real, constituting the essential nature 
of the Lord, and not illusory.! 


Adhikarana 17: The section entitled "Desire". 


(Sitras 38-40) 
SOTRA 38 


"(THE ATTRIBUTES OF HAVING TRUE) DESIRE AND SO ON (ARB 
TO BE INSERTED) ELSEWHERE (I.E. IN THE BRHADARANYAKA) 
AND THERE (I.E. IN THE CHANDOGYA), ON ACCOUNT OF ABODE 


AND SO ON." 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


In the Chandogya, in the text beginning: “Now, that which is 
within this city of Brahman is a small lotus-chamber. Small is the 
ether within that. What is within that should be searched out” 
(Chand. 8.1.12) and continuing: “This soul is free from sins” (Chànd. 
8.1.5 3), it is declared that the Highest Self, possessed of the attributes 
of having true “desire and so on" is the object to be worshipped. 
And in the Vàjasaneyaka, in the text: “He, verily, is the great, unborn 
self, who is this one consisting of knowledge among the vital-breaths, 
who lies in the ether within the heart, the controller of all, the Lord 
of all" (Brh. 4.4.22 4), it is declared that the Highest Self, possessed 
of the attributes of being the controller and so on, is the object to 
be worshipped. Here the vidyàs are identical. Hence the attributes 
of having true desires and the rest are to be included in the Vàjasa- 
neyaka, and those of being the controller and so on in the Chandogya. 
Why? On account of the non-difference of abodo and so on. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now, (the author) points out that when owing to the non- 
difference of forms, the vidyàs, mentioned in even different treatises, 
are not different, how much more it is the case that the vidyas, 
demonstrated by two sections of the same treatise, are not different 
owing to the non-difference of forms. 


p 


1 G.B. 3.3.39, pp. 177-178, Chap. 3. 2 8 
ss 4 8, R, Bh, SK. 
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Having designated the Highest Self by the term ‘ether’ in the 
passage: “Now, that which is within this city of Brahman is a small 
lotus-chamber, small is the ether within that. What is within that 
should be searched for" (Chand. 8.1.1), the Chandogas go on to men- 
tion His special characteristics by means of eight attributes, thus: 
“This soul is free from sins, without old age, without death, without 
grief, without hunger, without thirst, having true desires, having true 
resolves" (Chand. 8.1.5). 

Having stated: “He, verily, is the great, unborn self, who is 
this one consisting of knowledge among the vital-breaths, who lies 
in the ether within the heart" (Brh. 4.4.22), the Vàjasaneyins too go 
on to mention His special characteristics by means of the attributes of 
being a controller and so on, thus: “The controller of all, the ruler of 
all" (Brh. 4.4.22). 

Here the doubt is, viz. whether the vidyás of the Chandogas 
and the Vajasaneyins are different, or whether they aro identical. 
On the suggestion, viz. In the one case, the object to be meditated 
on is the Highest Self, denoted by the term 'ether' and possessed of 
the attributes of freedom from sins and so on; while in the other 
case, the object to be meditated on is one who abides within a special 
kind of ether and is possessed of the attributes of being a controller 
and so on. "This being so, owing to the difference of forms, there 
results difference of the objects to be known, and hence the vidyàs 
differ,— 

We reply: The vidyàs are identical, owing to the non-difference 
of forms. So says (the author): “Desire and the rest". “Desire 
and the rest," i.e. the group of attributes like having true desires 
and so on, mentioned in the Chandogya text: “Free from sins” 
(Chand. 8.1.5) and so on, is to be inserted “elsewhere”, i.e. in the 
Vajasaneyaka. ‘‘And here," i.e. and in the Chandogya, the group 
of attributes like being the controller and so on, mentioned in the 
Vajasaneyaka text, is to be inserted. This being so, the form 
is not different; that being so, there is identity of the objects to be 
meditated on and hence the vidyàs are identical. 

(The author) states the reasons for this mutual insertion of attri- 
butes: “On account of abode and so on”, i.e. on account of the non- 
difference, in both the cases, of the abode, viz. the heart;1 of the 
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1 Vide Chand. 8.1.1; Brh. 4.4.22. See the quotations above. 
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designation of Brahman, the object to be meditated on, as a bridge; ! 
and of the connection with the fruit, viz. the attainment of Brahman, 
mentioned in the passages: “Having attained the form of highest 
light, he is completed in his own form” (Chand. 8.4.4), “He becomes 
the fearless Brahman” (Chand. 4.4.25). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


This is sūtra 39 in his commentary. He takes it as forming an 
adhikarana by itself. He begins by explaining the sütra exactly 
like Nimbarka, viz. that there is identity of the vidyàs here and hence 
the attributes are to be mutually combined. But in conclusion he 
adds that there is, however, a difference between the two passages, 
viz. that the Chàndogya text refers to the qualified Brahman, the 
Brhadaranyaka text to the highest Brahman.? 


Srikantha 


He reads: “Kamadayas tatra tatra”. Interpretation same, 
only while Nimbarka speaks of only two Upanisads, he speaks of three, 
viz. Chàndogya, Brhadaranyaka and  Máàhà-nàráyana (Mahanar. 
10.7), and points out that all these three passages refer to the same 
vidyà.3 He takes it as forming an adhikarana by itself. 


Baladeva 


This is sütra 40 in his commentary. He begins a new adhikarana 
here (two sütras) concerned with Sri, the eternal consort of the Lord. 
According to him, the words 'sà eva' are to be supplied here from the 
preceding sūtra. Hence the sūtra: “She (viz. the pará-Sakti of the 
Lord) alone (is Sri), (who creates all) objects of desire and so on else- 
where (i.e. in the material world) and here (i.e. in the city of the Lord 
or Samvyoma), (for the Lord) since (she is) all-pervading ("aya"), 


1 Vide Chànd. 8.4.1; Brh. 4.4.22. 

3 §.B. 3.3.38, p. 820, “Ayam tu atra vidyate viáesah, sagunà hi Brahma- 
vidy Chandogye Upadiáyate, . . . Vajasaneyake tu nirgunam eva param Brah- 
mopadiáyamànam dráyate". 

3 SK. 3.3.38, p. 350, Parts 10 and 11. 
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spreading out (“tana”) (bliss and release for the devotees) and so 


on’’,1 


SOTRA 39 


“ON ACCOUNT OF CARE, THERE IS NON-OMISSION.”’ 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


There is no negation of the attributes of having true desires and 
so on, recorded “carefully”, since the negation: “There is no plurality 
here" (Brh. 4.4.19; Katha 4.11?) refers to the things not having 
Brahman for their essence. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


It may be objected: The statement, made above, that the group 
of attributes like ‘ being the controller’ and so on, mentioned in the 
Vàjasaneyaka, is to be inserted in the Chàndogya, is not justifiable. 
In accordance with the text under discussion, viz. “It is to be 
perceived by the mind alone. There is no plurality here, He gets death 
after death who perceives here apparent plurality. It is to be looked 
upon as à unity alone,—this unknowable being" (Brh. 4.4.19-20), as 
well as in accordance with the subsequent text: “This soul is not this, 
not this" (Brh. 4.4.22), we arrive at the conclusion that the Highest 
is free from distinctions. Hence it is known that like grossness, 
atomicity and so on, the group of attributes like ' being the controller ' 
and so on, is something to be negated. Hence, it should be known 
that in the Chàndogya too, the group of attributes like having true 
desires and so on, is something to be negated. This being so, such an 
absence of attributes is to be included in all the meditations subserving 
final release.—To this (the author) says: 

There is non-omission", i.e. non-denial, of the attributes of the 
Highest Brahman, like ‘having true desires’ and so on and ‘ being the 
controller’ and so on, which are incapable of being denied and 
are taught "carefully" as something new in the texts: “What is 
within that should be searched for” (Chand. 8.1.1), “This soul is free 
from sins, without old age, without death, without grief, without 
hunger, without thirst, having true desires, having true resolves” 
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1 G.B. 3.3.40, pp. 182-184, Chap. 3. 3 R. 
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(Chand. 8.1.5), “Those who go, having found here the soul and the 
true desires, come to have free movement in all the worlds” (Chand. 
8.1.6), “The controller of all, the ruler of all” (Brh. 4.4.22; 5.6.1), 
‘He is the Lord of all, he is the ruler of all beings, he is the protector 
of all beings" (Brh. 4.4.22), "Hoe is the separating dam for keeping 
these worlds apart” (Brh. 4.4.22) and so on. On the contrary, they 
are to be inserted, there being no authority for their denial. 

The scriptural text: “There is no plurality here" (Brh. 4.4.19; 
Katha 4.11) states, on the other hand, that in Brahman, who is 
the cause of the world, who is different and non-different from the 
sentient and the non-sentient and who has the stated marks, there 
is no ‘plurality’, ie. there are no objects which, not having their 
existence and activity dependent on Him are dependent on one another 
only. Sinceoverything has Brahman for its essence, ‘he who perceives 
here apparent plurality’, not having Brahman for his essence, ‘gets 
death after death’. He is to be ‘looked upon as a unity alone’, since all 
things have Brahman for their essence, and since there is nothing 
which does not have Brahman for its essence. This is what the text 
designates, but it does not prove that the real attributes of Brahman 
are to be denied. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


This is sütra 40 in Samkara’s commentary. They begin a new 
adhikarana here (two sütras), concerned with an entirely different 
topic, viz. whether the Pranàagni-hotra or the offering of the first food 
to the vital-breaths, enjoined in the Chàndogya (Chànd. 5.19.1), is 
to be omitted when eating itself is omitted or not. "This sütra states 
the prima facie view, viz. that there is no omission of the offering 
to the vital-breath even when there is the omission of eating, but it 
has to be performed by means of water in place of food, since the 
Jabala version of the same vidyà (viz. Vai$vanara-vidyà) shows 
great respect for this ceremony of Prànàgni-hotra. 


Srikantha 


He takes it to be an adhikarana by itself, and interprets it in a 
sectarian way. The question is whether the form of the Lord as 
having a blue neck (Nila-kantha), having Umà by His side and having 
attributes like true desires and so on is something to be negated 
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or not. The prima facie view is that having parts like a blue neck 
and so on involves increase and decrease and hence it is not possible 
on the part of Brahman, the immutable. Therefore, the attributes 
of having a blue neck, having Uma by the side and so on, are not His 
real attributes, but are simply imagined for the sake of meditation 
and are, as such, subject to negation sometime or other. The 
answer is: “There is no negation (of the attributes having a blue 
neck, three eyes, Uma by the side and so on), since (they are designated 
in Scripture) with (great) care". That is, the Lord (viz. Siva) is to 
be meditated on always as having a blue neck and so on and as 
accompanied by Uma,—which are His real attributes—for such a 
meditation alone leads to release. 


Baladeva 


This is sūtra 41 in his commentary. Here he concludes the topic 
of Sri, viz. her identity with the parà-Sakti of the Lord. The problem 
is that if Sri be identical with the pará-Sakti of the Lord, then she 
must be identical with the Lord Himself, since the para-Sakti of the 
Lord is identical with Him. In that case, however, she cannot be 
devoted to the Lord, since none can be devoted to one's own self. 
The answer is: “On account of (her great) regard (for the Lord), 
there is non-cessation (of her devotion for Him)". That is, Sri, 
though one with the Lord, cannot but love and be devoted to Him 
who is her very existence, just as the branch cannot but love the tree, 
or the ray the moon.? 


SÜTRA 40 


“WHEN ONE HAS APPROAOHED (THE LORD, HE COMES TO HAVE 
FREEDOM OF MOVEMENT), FOR THIS REASON, ON ACCOUNT OF 
STATEMENT TO THAT EFFEOT." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


When one has attained Brahman by means of meditating on Him 
who has the stated marks, one comes to have freedom of movement in 
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1 BK. D. 3.3.39, pp. 354-355, Parts 10 and 11. 

2 G.B. 3.3.41, p. 185, Chap. 3. ‘‘Satyapya bhede vicitra-gunaratnakarat- 
vena sva-mülatvena ca $riyah parasmin üdarát tad bhakter lopah. Na khalu- 
vrkgam anádriyamánà sakhisti, na candram tatprabhà." 
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all the worlds. If it be objected: How can one have freedom of 
movement everywhere unless one first aspires to attain those 
particular worlds and then practiscs the means leading to them ?—We 
reply: “ For this reason”, i.e. on account of this very reason of attaining 
(the Lord), in accordance with the statement: “Having attained the 
form of highest light, he is completed in his own form" (Chand. 
8.3.41), “He becomes a self-ruler’’ (Chand. 7.2.2 2), “ He comes to have 
freedom of movement in all the worlds " (Chand. 7.25.2 3). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. In the texts: “Now, those who depart 
having the self here and these true desires come to have freedom of 
movement in all the worlds. If he comes to desire the world of 
fathers" (Chand. 8.2.1) and so on, it is declared that even by those 
who desire salvation, the worlds common to those who desire 
enjoyment are attained. This being so, what difference is there 
between devotion to works and devotion to knowledge ?—(the author) 
says: 

“When one has approached,” i.e. when the knower, freed from 
all connection with matter in its causal and effected states, has come 
to attain the nature of Brahman, he attains freedom of movement 
in all the worlds. Why? “For this reason” alone, i.e. on account of 
the very reason of attaining the nature of Brahman. The sense is 
this: Just as a man, desirous of universal sovereignty, having given 
up the objects of enjoyment, common to all men, as well as the 
means thereto, attains universal sovereignty through the means 
thereto, and afterwards for just that reason, comes to have freedom 
of movement among the objects of enjoyment that are common to 
all men, as well among those that are difficult to be attained by 
them,—though not desired by him,—so the knower, having given 
up all enjoyments, here or hereafter, as well as the means thereto, 
attains the nature of the Lord through the hearing, thinking, 
meditation, worship and so on of Him; and for that very reason 
of attaining His nature, comes to have freedom of movement 
everywhere. Whence is this known? To this (the author) replies: 
"From statement to that effect", i.e. from the statement, every- 
where, of a knower's having freedom of movement, such as 
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“Having attained the form of highest light, he is completed in his 
own form" (Chand. 8.3.4; 8.12.3), “He is the excellent person. 
He roams about there laughing, playing, enjoying with women, or 
with carriages, or with relatives, not remembering the appendage 
of this body" (Chand. 8.12.3), “He becomes a self-ruler. He comes 
to have freedom of movement in all the worlds" (Chand. 7.25.2), 
“ As to the perfection of means to the four ends of men,—without 
it a man, whose refuge is Narayana, attains them", and so on. Thus, 
there is a great difference between devotion to works and devotion to 
knowledge. Hence it is established that through the mutual insertion 
of the attributes of having true desires and so on and of being the 
controller and the rest, the Brahma-vidyàs of the Chandogas and 
of the Vajasaneyins are the very same. 


Here ends the section entitled “Desire” (17). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


This is sütra 41 in Samkara’s commentary. Here they answer 
the prima facie view stated in the previous stitra, thus: “When 
(eating is actually) taking place, (then alone an offering to the vital- 
breaths is to be made) from that (i.c. from the first food), on account 
of statement to the effect”. 1 


Srikantha 


He takes it to be forming an adhikarana by itself. Interpreta- 
tion different. The question is whether the freed attain the very 
nature of Brahman, as possessed of infinite anspicious attributes, 
and so on, or something else. The prima facie view is that Brahman 
is declared to be free from distinctions or nirviéesa. Hence the 
freed souls attain this distinctionless form of Brahman. The answer 
is: “When one has approached (Brahman, one attains the nature of 
Brahman as possessed of all auspicious attributes), for that reason 
(i.e. because the freed soul attains its own form), (and) because of 
texts to that effect (i.e. that the freed become similar to the Lord)’’.2 


1 S.B. 3.3.41, pp. 822-824; Bh. B. 3.3.40 (written as 3.3.41), pp. 191-192. 
? SK. B. 3.3.40, pp. 356-357, Parts 10 and 11. 
I3B 
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Baladeva 


This is sütra 42 in his commentary. Here he concludes the topic 
of the identity of Sri with the, parà-áakti of the Lord and hence with 
the Lord Himself. The contention is that if Sri be identical with the 
Lord, then no erotic sentiment is possible between them, since any 
such sentiment is possible only if there be a difference between the 
lover and the beloved. "Phe answer is: “(Sri being the highest of the 
females and the Lord being the best of the males, an erotic sentiment 
naturally arises between them) when (they) have approached. (each 
other), hence (such a sentiment is possible on the part of the Lord), 
on account of statement to that effect”. t 


Adhikarana 18: The section entitled “Non- 
restriction with regard to the specifying ot 
that". (Sütra 412) 

SÜTRA 41 


"(THERE IS) NON-RESTRICTION WITH REGARD TO THE SPECIFYING 
OF THAT, ON ACCOUNT OF THAT BEING SEEN, FOR THE FRUIT 
(VIZ.) NON-OBSTRUCTION IS ‘DIFFERENT ’.”’ 


Vedanta -parijata-saurabha 


There is “non-restriction”’ (i.e. no fixed rule) that the meditations 
that are founded on the subordinate parts of sacrificial acts and are 
mentioned in texts like: “Let one meditate on the syllable ‘Om?’ as the 
udgitha’’ (Chand. 1.1.13) and so on (are to be included) in those acts. 
Why? Because in the scriptural text: “Both perform with it, he who 
knows this thus and he who does not know thus” (Chand. 1.1.10 4), 
such à non-restriction is found. As we learn from Scripture that 
even a non-worshipper is a performer of sacrificial works through 
the pranava, a subsidiary part of sacrificial works, so it is ascertained 
that there is no restriction with regard to the act of meditation. 
And hence that the fruit of meditation is "different" from the fruit 
of work is known from the passage: “What only one does with 


G.B. 3.3.42, p. 186, Chap. 3. 
This topic is resuined in Br. Su. 3.3.59—64. 
$, R, Bh. 4S, R, Bh, SK. 
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knowledge, with faith, with the mystic doctrine,—that only becomes 
more potent" (Chand. 1.1.10 1). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been shown at the end of the previous section that 
there is a great difference between meditation and work, since the 
former is the cause of a knower’s (attaining) freedom of movement 
and a supreme place. Now (the author) is showing the superiority 
of meditation to work, on the ground of the superiority of the fruit 
of the meditations, founded on the subsidiary parts of work, over that 
of mere works (like sacrifices, ete.) though performed together with all 
their subsidiary parts. 

Now, there are certain meditations which are founded on the 
udgitha and the rest, the subsidiary parts of sacrificial works, such as: 
"Let one meditate on the syllable ‘Om’ as the udgitha" (Chand, 
1.1.1) and so on. Here the doubt is as to whether thev are to be 
inserted regularly in the sacrificial acts, like the quality of being made 
of parna-wood 2; or not regularly, like the milking-vessel. With 
regard to this, the prima facie view is as follows: As the designation 
about the meditation on the udgitha, viz.: "Whatever one does 
with knowledge, with faith, with the mystic doctrine, that becomes 
more potent" (Chand. 1.1.10), does not mention any separate result, 
—-just as the hearing of non-sinfül verses connected with the quality 
of being made of the parna-wood, mentioned in the passage: “He 
whose sacrificial ladle is made of the prana-wood does not hear sinful 
verses" (Tait. Sam. 3.5.7 3) (is not a separate or special fruit),—so 
the meditations on the subsidiary parts of sacrificial acts are to be 
inserted regularly (in those acts) as their subsidiary parts, just as 
the quality of being made of the parna-wood (is always connected 
with sacrificial acts) through the sacrificial ladle.* 


-— LT YN a Ae a a ee um Hm t ay em ee 


1 $, Bh, 8K. Vide Br. Sa. 4.1.18. 
2 A beautiful sacred tree of the wood of which particular sacrificial vessels are 


made. 

3 P. 311, lines 23-24, vol. 1. 

4 The problem here is as to whether the meditations, enjoined in the Upa- 
nisads, on certain subsidiary parts of sacrifices, such as, on the udgitha and so on, 
are necessarily connected with these sacrifices, 1.e. are to be undertaken whenever 
those sacrifices are undertaken; or whether they may be undertaken optionally in 
accordance with the will of the sacrificer. In the former case, such meditations 
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With regard to it, we reply: “Non-restriction with regard to the 
specifying of that”, and soon. The word "specifying" (“nirdhadrana) 
means coniplete retention by the mind!, i.e. meditation. There is 
*non-restriction" with regard to the meditation “of that’’, i.e. of the 
meditations founded on the subsidiary parts of sacrificial acts, such 
as the udgitha-meditation and the like. That is, the meditations on 
the udgitha and the rest are not to be inserted regularly in sacrifices 
as their subsidiary parts. Why? “On account of that being seen," 
i.e. because such a non-restriction is found in Scripture. Thus, in 
the scriptural text: “Both perform with this, he who knows? this 
thus and he who does not know thus" (Chand. 1.1.10), even a non- 
knower being stated to be an agent, it is ascertained that there is no 
fixed rule that the meditations founded on the udgitha and the rest 


would stand to the sacrifices in the same relation as the quality of being made 
of the parna-wood (parnamayitva) does. The quality of being made of the 
parna-wood is permanently connected with sacrifices through the sacrificial 
ladle nade of the parna-wood. Similarly, these meditations on the udgitha 
and the rest would, on this view, be permanently connected with the sacrifices 
through the udgitha and the rest. That is, in accordance with the dictum laid 
down in Pū. Mi. Su. 3.6.1-2 (vide Sab. B. on the same, pp. 366—368), a sacrificial 
ladle made of the parna-woud is an essential ingredient of a sacrifice and is to 
be included in it whenever it ix performed. Similarly, on the first view, the 
meditations on the udgitha and so on are to be performed whenever the main 
sacrifices are performed. 

In the latter case, however, such meditations would stand to the sacrifices 
in the same relation as the milking-vessel does. That is, in accordance with 
the dictum laid down in Pu. Mi. Sa. 4.1.2 (vide Sab. B. on the same, p. 436), 
the 1nilking-vesscl (go-dohana) is used in certain sacrifices, viz. in the Dasa- 
pūrņa-mäsa, not universally, but only occasionally, i.e. only if the saerificer 
desires for a special end, viz. cattle. Similarly, on the second view, the medita- 
tions on the udgitha and the rest are not obligatory to the main sacrifices, but 
only optional, 

The prima facie view is that the meditations on the udgitha and the rest 
serve no special purpose, as the using of the milking-vessel, e.g. does. They simply 
secure the greater potency of the sacrifices which is the general fruit of all 
other connected acts, just as having one's sacrificial ladlo made of the parna- 
wood seeures no special result. Hence it cannot be said those meditations on 
the udgitha and the like are to be undertaken at will for the sake of securing a 
special result. Therefore, they are to be undertaken always with the sactifice-. 

1 Niravagegataya dhàranam-nirdhàranam. 

2 Here the word “veda” (=knows) may be translated in conformity with 
the context, as “imeditates’’, the text meaning that one may perform a sacrifice 
either with meditating on the Om, or not meditating on it. 
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are to be inserted regularly in sacrificial acts as their subordinate 
parts. Further, as the fruit of the injunction of meditation is different 
from that of sacrificial acts, there is no fixed rule with regard 
to the meditations on that,—so says (the author): “For different", 
ie. because “the fruit’? of the injunction of meditation, consisting 
in "non-obstruction", is declared by Scripture to be “different” 
from the fruit of sacrificial works. The sense is that the fruit of 
one work is obstructed by the fruit of another stronger work; the 
fruit of the injunction of meditation is the opposite of that. In 
accordance with the text: “Both perform with it, he who knows this 
thus and he who does not know thus. Diverse, however, are knowledge 
and non-knowledge. What only one does with knowledge, with faith, 
with the mystic doctrine, that only becomes more potent" (Chand. 
1.1.10), ‘with it’, i.e. with the Om-kara, forsooth, both perform 
sacrificial acts. Though ‘he who knows’ ‘this’, i.e. the syllable, Om, 
‘thus’, i.e. as possessed of the attributes of being the finest essence and 
so on, and ‘he who does not know’, are both equal in point of being 
agents, yet there is a difference in the result on account of knowledge 
and non-knowledge,—this is what the text designates.. Here *know- 
ledge’ is ‘diverse’, i.e. different from 'non-knowledge'. That work 
Which one does ‘with knowledge’, ‘with faith’, ‘with the mystic 
doctrine’, i.e. with the meditation on the Mystic Deity, ‘becomes 
more potent’,—this is the sense. Hence, it is established that just 
a3 the text: “For one desiring cattle he should fetch water in a milking- 
vessel" establishes a (special) fruit of the (use of) the milking-vessel, 
having the fetching of water as its abode1,—here as the text 
ean very well be so interpreted, the milking-vessel is not a subordinate 
part of sacrificial acts,—so the meditations, founded on the subsidiary 
elements of sacrificial acts are to be included in those acts optionally. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘‘Non-restriction with regard to 
the specifying of that” (18). 


1 That is, the quality of being made of the parna-wood cannot have a 
specia] result of its own, since it is only & quality and not an act and must, as 
such, abide in a substratum to be connected with any result. But the milking- 


vessel may have a special fruit, since it has an act, viz. the fetching of water, 
as its abode. Vide S.B. 3.3.42, p. 826. 
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COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sütra 43 in his commentary. He too takes it to be an 
adhikarana by itself, concerned, however, with an entirely different 
topic. The question is as to whether the Lord is to be meditated on 
as Krsna alone. The answer is: “(There is) no restriction with regard 
to the specifying of that (viz. the Lord), (i.e. there is no fixed rule that 
the Lord is to be worshipped as Krsna alone), on account of that 
being found (in Scripture), for there is a separate fruit, (viz.) non- 
obstruction (of the worship of Krpa)”. That is, the worship of 
Krsna is the unobstructed or direct means to salvation, while the 
worship of other deities is the indirect means.! 


Adhikarana 19: The seetion entitled "Offen 
ing". (Sütra 412) 


SÜTRA 42 


"SIMPLY AS IN THE CASE OF OFFERING, THAT HAS BEEN SAID." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


During the meditations on the attributes also, the meditation 
on the dahara (or the small), the substratum of the attributes, is to be 
repeated as qualified by those attributes respectively, “as in the case 
of the offering" of the sacrificial cake 2, designated in the text: 
"Let one offer the sacrificial cake on eleven potsherds to Indra, the 
king, to Indra, the over-lord, to Indra, the self-cruler" (Tait. Sam. 
2.3.68), “That has been said," viz. ‘Diverse, forsooth, are the 
divinities, owing to different conceptions ”.4 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been said above that the meditations founded on the sub- 
sidiary parts of sacrificial acts are uot to be inserted in those acts 


1 G.B. 3.3.43, pp. 189-190, Chap. 3. 

2 Purodas. 

3 $, R, Bh, Sk. P. 174, lines 13-14, vol. 1. 
4 §, R, Bh, Sk. 
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regularly. Now, apprehending the objection, viz. that just as the 
meditations on the subsidiary parts are independent of the whole, 
so the meditations on the attributes are independent of the meditation 
on the substratum of attributes—it is said: 

Under the Dahara-vidya1, after having first stated the small 
ether, i.e. the soul, the substratum of the attributes, as the object 
to be meditated on thus: “Now, those who depart having known the 
self here” (Chand. 8.1.6), the text goes on to set forth separately 
once more the meditations on the attributes of being free from sins 
and the rest too thus: “And these true desires” (Chand. 8.1.6). Here 
the doubt is as to whether while meditating on an attribute, the 
sinall ether, the substratum of the attributes, too is to be meditated 
on as possessed of that particular attribute, or not. On the sugges- 
tion: As the small ether can very well be meditated on at all times 
as qualified by the attributes of being free from sins and so on, during 
the meditation on the attributes, the meditation on Him as qualified 
By those particular attributes is not to be repeated. 

We reply: “As in the case of offering", the meditation on the 
small ether, the substratum of attributes, as qualified by those parti- 
cular attributes, is to be repeated with the meditations on those 
attributes themselves. The sense is this: Although those attributes 
like freedom from sins and so on have only one substratum, viz. the 
small ether, yet in accordance with the text: “Free from sins, without 
old age" (Chànd. 8.1.5) and so on, which intends to designate its 
(different) forms as qualified by those particular attributes, it is to be 
meditated on as diverse. Just as in the case of the sacrifice comprising 
three sacrificial cakes, laid down in the text: “Let one offer the sacri- 
ficial cake on eleven potsherds to Indra, the king, to Indra, the 
over-lord, to Indra, the self-ruler" (Tait. Sam. 2.3.6 2), although the 
same Indra is qualified by the attributes of kingship and the rest, 
yet as the attributes of kingship, over-lordship and self-rulership 
are different from one another, the god himself is taken to have 
different forms as qualified by each particular attribute, and as such the 
"offerings" of the sacrificial cakes are repeated,—so is the case 


1 Vide Chand. 8.1 ff. See V.K. 3.3.1, for further explanation. 

2 The text continues to designate these three epithets thus: “Indra, the 
king is this (earth); Indra, the over-lord, is this (atmosphere); Indra, the sclf- 
ruler is the yonder (heaven)—. There are three cakes, these worlds are three”. 
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here. “That has been said” in the section treating of the divinities : 
“Diverse, forsooth, are the divinities owing to different conceptions”. 
Hence it is established that during the meditation on an attribute, 
the meditation on the small ether in that particular form, qualified by 
that particular attribute, is to be repeated. 


Here ends the section entitled "Offering" (19). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhàskara 


This is sütra 42 in Samkara’s commentary. Samkara and Bhàs- 
kara too take it to be forming an adhikarana by itself, though concerned 
with an entirely different topic. In the Brhadaranyaka (Brh. 1.5.21), 
the vital-breath is said to be the best among the organs of the body, 
and the air to be the best among the gods. Similarly, in the Chàn- 
dogya (Chànd. 4.3.1), the air is said to be the general absorber of the 
gods, and (Chànd. 4.3.3) the vital-breath is said to be the general 
absorber of the organs of the body. Here the question is as to whether 
the air and the vital-breath are to be conceived as separate or not. 
The prima facie view is that they are not to be conceived as separate, 
since they do not differ in their true nature. But the real view is that 
although they are fundamentally one, yet they are to be meditated 
on separately, since the texts teach them separately. Hence the 
vidyàs here are not the same, but there are two separate vidyas. The 
parallel instance cited from the 'laittiriya-samhità and the maxim 
are the same as those cited by Nimbarka. Thus the sütra: “As in 
the case of offering (the air and the vital-breath are to be conceived 
separately), that has been said ”.1 


Baladeva 


This is sūtra 44 in his commentary. He too takes it as an adhi- 
karana by itself, but concerned with an entirely different topic, viz. 
the grace of the spiritual preceptor. Hence the sūtra: “Like the 
giving (of knowledge by the preceptor) alone that has been said". 
That is, salvation depends upon the extent the preceptor is pleased 


— (o — —  —— m -——————— M ———À ~ ——  — — — 


S.B. 3.3.43, pp. 827—830; Bh. B. 3.3.42 (written as 3.3.43), p. 192. 
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to impart knowledge to the devotee. Mere study of the Veda is not 
enough to ensure the attainment of Brahman, but the grace of the 
preceptor is necessary too.! 


Adhikarana 20: The section entitled “The 
majority of indicatory marks". (Sütras 43- 
50) 

SÜTRA 43 


“ON ACCOUNT OF THE MAJORITY OF INDICATORY MARKS, FOR THAT 
(VIZ. INDICATORY MARK) IS STRONGER, THIS ALSO (HAS BEEN 
EXPLAINED). ” 


Vedānta-pārijāta-saurabha 


The fires, piled up by the mind, piled up by speech, piled up by 
the vital-breath, piled np by the eye, piled up by the ear, piled up by 
action, piled up by the fire, and so on,? are simply the subsidiary parts 
of a sacrifice consisting in meditation 3, “on account of the majority 
of the indicatory marks”, such as: “Whatever these conceive with 
their mind that alone is their composition” (Sat. Br. 10.5.3, 3 4), 
* All beings at all times pile up those (fires) for him who knows thus, 
even while ho sleeps" (Sat. Br. 10.5.3, 12 5) and so on; “for” an indi- 
catory mark is "stronger" than the context. “This also” has been 
said in the section treating of what is supplementary to sacrifices: 
"Tf there be combination of direct association, indicatory mark, 
syntactical connection, context, place and name, then each succeeding 
one is weaker (than each preceding one), on account of its remoteness 
from the meaning” (Pi. Mi. Sü. 3.3.14 9). 


| G.B. 3.3.44, p. 192, Chap. 3. 

2 Vide Sat. Br. 10.5.3 (whole), pp. 796—798. 

3 I.e. these fires do not constitute parts of real sacrifices, and are not actually 
lighted during the performance of sacrifices, but are simply parts of meditation, 
i.e. mentally imagined fires. 

4 P. 796, lines 7-8. This shows that the fires are composed by mind only, 
i.e. not actual fires. 

5 P. 798, lines 14-15. $, Bh. 

6 P. 284, vol. 1. S, R, Bh, Sk. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now (the author) points out that the fires too, that are going 
to be designated now, are not to be taken as subsidiary parts of 
sacrificial acts, just as the meditations founded on the subsidiary 
elements of sacrificial acts are not to be taken as such. 

Having begun: * Verily, in the beginning, this was not existent, 
not even non-existent” (Sat. Br. 10.5.3, 113), having described the 
appearance of the mind, and having referred to the mind, by pointing 
out that that mind saw the fires belonging to itself 2, thus: “Tt saw 
the thirty-six thousand fires, the suns, belonging to itself, made of 
the mind, piled up by the mind. By the mind alone they were placed, 
by the mind they were piled up, bv the mind the cups were taken in 
them, by the mind they praised, by the mind they recited. Whatever 
work is done in a sacrifice" (Sat. Br. 10.5.3, 33) and so on, the Vàja- 
saneyins, thus, record imaginary fires, piled up by the mind and 
so on, viz. piled up by speech, piled up by the eye, piled up by 
action, piled up by fire,4 and so on, in the “Mystery of Fire".5 The 
life of a person lasts a hundred years. It. consists of thirty-six 
thousand days and nights. In the course of a single day and 
night, many mental modes arise, and they are taken to be one 
because they have arisen in the course of the same day and night. 
Thus, there are thirty-six thousand mental modes in the course of 
thirty-six thousand days and nights; and they are demonstrated as 
the bricks which are subsidiary parts of sacrifices, and as elemental 
fires, by the text: ‘Thirty-six thousands" (Sat. Br. 10.5.3, 1) and so 
on. Among these, those which are ‘piled up’, i.e. built, by the mind 
are the ‘mind-piled’. Similarly, the meaning of the texts ‘breath- 
piled’ and so on are to be understood as the case may be. 

Here the doubt is as to whether these fires, piled up by the mind 
and so on are subsidiary parts of a sacrifice consisting in actual action, 
they being mentioned in a section concerned with sacrificial acts; 
or whether they are subsidiary parts of a sacrifice consisting only in 
meditation. 


1 P. 796, line 1. 

? Quotation mark wrong (in the text). 

3 P. 796, lines 4-6. 

4 Quotation mark wrong (in the text). 

5 The name of the tenth book of the Sat. Br. 
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First, (the author) begins with the correct conclusion, thus: 
“On account of the majority of indicatory marks". They are sub- 
sidiary parts of a sacrifice consisting in meditation only. Why ? 
“On account of the majority of indicatory marks,” i.e. on account 
of the majority or numerosity of the indicatory marks, such as “ What- 
ever these conceive with the mind alone that alone is their com- 
position "' (Sat. Br. 10.5.3, 3), “All beings at all times pile up those 
(fires) for him who knows thus, even while he sleeps” (Sat. Br. 10.5.3, 12) 
and so on. “For that," i.e. for an indicatory mark, is "stronger" 
than the context. “That also,” i.e. the fact of its being of a greater 
force, is stated in the Karma-Kanda thus: “If there be combination 
of direct assertion, indicatory mark, syntactical connection, context, 
place and name, then each succeeding one is weaker (than each 
preceding one), on account of its remoteness from the meaning" 
(Pa. Mi. Sa. 3.3.14). 

COMPARISON 
Ramanuja 

He takes this sūtra as constituting an adhikarana by itself, 
concerned with an entirely different topic. The question is as to 
whether the eleventh section of the Mahànàarayana-upanisad,—con- 
stituting the same vidya as the vidya, viz. the Dahara-vidya, men- 
tioned in the tenth section—establishes only the object to be meditated 
on in that vidya, or an object to be meditated on in all Brahma- 
vidyás. The prima facie view is that this section, in accordance 
with the context, establishes the object which is to be meditated on 
in the Dahara-vidyà only. The answer is: “(It establishes an object 
to be meditated in all Brahma-vidyás), on account of the majoritv 
of indicatory marks, (i.e. because there are many specific indications 
that Nàràyana, designated iu this section, is none but the object to 
be meditated on in all Brahma-vidyas), for that (viz. mark) is stronger 
(than the context), that too (has been stated in the Pirva-mimaémsa)’’.! 


Srikantha 


He too takes this sütra as forming an adhikarana by itself, con- 
cerned with a topic similar to that of Ramanuja, only referring to 
a different passage, designating Rudra instead of Nàr&yana. "Thus, 


1 Sri. B. 3.3.43, pp. 325-326. Part 2. 
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the question is as to whether the Supreme Brahman or Rudra, accom- 
panied by Uma, mentioned in the thirteenth section of the Maha- 
nàràyana-upanisad, is the object to be meditated on in all the para- 
vidyas, or only in that particular vidya of that section. The prima 
facie view is that in accordance with the context, such a Supreme 
Brahman is to be meditated on in that particular vidya alone. The 
answer is the same as that given bv Ramanuja, viz.: “(Such a Brahman 
is to be meditated on in all the para-vidyas on account of the majority 
of indicatory marks—’’.1 


Baladeva 


This is sütra 45 in his commentary. He too takes this sütra 
to be forming an adhikarana by itself, concerned with an altogether 
different topic, viz. the grace of the spiritual teacher. Hence the 
sütra: “On account of the inajority of indicatory marks, (viz. scrip- 
tural texts), that (i.e. the grace of the teacher), is stronger (than any 
other element in bringing about final emancipation), (but) that also 
(viz. exertion on one's own part, viz. study, meditation and so on,) 
(must be continued)’’.? 


PRIMA FACIE VIEW (Sütra 44-45) 
SÜTRA 44 


“(THE FIRES BUILT UP BY THE MIND AND THE REST) MAY BE AN 
ALTERNATIVE FORM OF THE PRECEDING FIRE BUILT UP .BY BRICKS) 
ON ACCOUNT OF THE CONTEXT, (THEY ARE) ACTION, AS IN THE CASE 
OF THE MENTAL (VESSEL)." 


Vedanta -parijata-saurabha 


Now the prima facie view: This “may be an alternative form" 
of that same "preceding" (fire) consisting in action enjoined in the 
text: “ With bricks he piles up the fire" 3. Since the indicatory mark 
here is contained in the descriptive portion, the stated fires are indeed 
of the form of action, as in the case of: “He takes the mental vessel’’.4 


1 Sk. B. 3.3.43, pp. 362 ff., Parts 10 and 11. 
2 G.B. 3.3.45, p. 193, Chap. 3. 
3 Bh. i Op. cit. 


[sū. 3. 3. 44. 
680 VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA ADH. 20.] 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now (the author) states the prima facie view. 

This “may be" “an alternative form", i.e. a mode, of the same 
“preceding fire", enjoined in the passage: “With bricks he piles up 
the fire". Why? “On account of the context,” i.e. because pre- 
viously in the passage: “The non-existent, verily, was this in the 
beginning ” (Sat. Br. 6.1.1, L1), the fire, piled up by bricks, is mon- 
tioned. 

If it be argued that it has been said that context 1s weaker than 
indicatory mark,—(we reply:) no, since the stated indicatory marks, 
being contained in the descriptive portion and as such concerned with 
the glorification of the mentioned imaginary fires, form a coherent 
whole with the injunction, and are hence not true in their own literal 
sense. Hence the fact that they are subsidiary parts of a sacrifice 
consisting in meditation is set aside by the context. Therefore these 
fires too, which have the form of meditation, are really of the form 
of action, “as in the case of the mental (vessel) ". That is, just as the 
offering of the mental vessel on the tenth day of the twelve-days' 
sacrifice, mentioned in the passage: "With this (earth) as the jug, 
with the sea as the juice, ho takes the mental cup, offered to Prajapati, 
for you” 2, though of the form of meditation, is yet of the form of 
action because of being the subsidiary part of a sacrifice consisting 
in action, so is the case here. 


Baladeva 


This is sütra 46 in his commentary. He begins a new adhikarana 
here (two sütras), concerned with an entirely different topic, viz. 
meditation on the self as identical with the Lord (Soham). Hence 
the sütra: "(The meditation on the self as identical with the Lord) 
may be an optional form of the former (viz. devotion) on account of 


2 P. 499, line I. 

2 A similar passage is found in Ap. S.8. 21.10.2. 

The senso is that on the tenth day of the Soma sacrifice, lasting twelve 
days, a cup is offered mentally to Prajapati, the oarth being imagined to be the 
cup and tho sea the soma-juice. Now, all operations connected with this cup 
are mental, yet the offering of the cup is taken to be a real, and not an imaginary 
action, since it is connected with a real sacrifice. In the same way, the fires 
built up by the mind and so on, though mental, are to be taken as parts of real 
sacrifices, so says the prima facie objector. Vide S.B. 3.3.46, pp. 832-833. 
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the context (ie. the Gopàla-pürva-tàpani), like (the physical) acts 
(of offerings and so on), (and) the mental (acts of meditation and so 
on)". That is, expressions like ‘I am he’, and so on, uttered by God- 
intoxicated devotees in à state of extreme ecstasy, are not to be 
understood literally as implying an identity between the Lord and His 
devotee, because they are only particular moods of meditation, just 
as offerings and the like are.! 


PRIMA FACIE VIEW (concluded) 
SUTRA 45 


* AND ON ACCOUNT OF TRANSFERENCE. 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


In the text: “Of these, each is as great as the former” (Sat. Br. 
10.3.3, 11 2), the power of the former fire is transferred to them. Hence 
they are indeed of the form of action. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


In the text: “There are thirty-six thousand fires, the suns. 
Of these, each is as great as the former" (Sat. Br. 10.5.3, 3.11), the 
power of the previous fire, piled up by bricks, is transferred to them. 
On account of such a transference as well, the fires piled up by the 
mind and the rest are indeed of the form of action. 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sūtra 47 in his commentary. Here he concludes the section 
about the ‘I am he’—meditation. Hence the sütra: ' Also on account 
of analogy”. That is, in the Gopá&la-uttara-tàpani-upanisad, the 
Lord is compared to a loving father, and the devotee to His son. 
This shows that the individual soul is not identical with the Lord. 
Hence sentiments like ‘I am he’ and so on are but modes of devotion, 
and do not indicate any identity between the two.3 


1 G.B. 3.3.46, p. 195, Chap. 3.3.  * Prakàra-viáeseva, narthantaram.”’ 
? P, 798, lines 13-14. Ś, R, Bh, Sk. 
3 G.B. 3.3.47, pp. 199-200, Chap. 3. 
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CORRECT CONCLUSION (Sutras 46-50) 
SUTRA 46 


“Bur (THEY ARE) MEDITATION ALONE, ON ACCOUNT OF SPECI- 
FICATION AND ON ACCOUNT OF OBSERVATION (I.E. SORIPTURAT, 
TEXT)." 


Vedanta-parijata -saurabha 


The correct conclusion is that they are of the nature of medita- 
tion alone. Why? “On account of the specification," viz.: “For 
they are piled up by knowledge alone " (Sat. Br. 10.5.3, 12 1); and also 
because in that very treatise, viz. in the text: "By the mind they 
were placed, by the mind they were piled up, by the mind the cups 
were taken in them, by the mind they praised, by the mind they 
chanted. Whatever work is done in a sacrifice" (Sat. Br. 10.5.3, 32) 
and so on, a sacrifice consisting of meditation is designated—the 
whole, of which they (viz. the fires) are subsidiary parts. 


Vedànta-kaustubha 


(The author) states the correct conclusion. 


The word “but” is meant for disposing of the prima facie view. 
"The word “only” implies emphasis. The fires piled up by the mind 
and so on cannot be of the form of action, but are * meditation alone, " 
ie. are of the nature of meditation alone, or are subsidiary parts of 
a sacrifice consisting in meditation. Why? “On account of specifica- 
tion and on account of observation,” i.e. because of the specification, 
viz.: “For they are piled up by knowledge alone" (Sat. Br. 10.5.3, 12); 
and because in the text: “By mind alone they are placed, by mind 
they are piled up, by mind the cups are taken in them, by mind they 
praised, by mind they chanted. "Whatever work is done in a sacrifice, 
whatever sacrificial work there is, that, consisting of mind alone, 
was performed. by mind alone, in these, consisting of mind, piled up 
by mind" (Sat. Br. 10.5.3, 3), & sacrifice consisting in meditation 
alone is designated—the whole, of which they are subsidiary parts. 


1 P. 798, lines 14-15. S, R, Bh, Sk. 
2 P. 796, lines 5-6. R, Sk. 
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COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


They break the sütra into two separate sutras thus: “Vidyaiva 
——— nirdharanat" and “Daréanac ca". Interpretation same. 


Baladeva 


Like Samkara, he too breaks the sütra into two separate sütras. 
He begins a new adhikarana here (three sutras) concerned with 
showing that vidyà or devotion based on knowledge alone is the means 
to salvation. Thus: Sätra 48.—' But vidya alone (is the means to 
salvation), on account of specification, (i.e. because Scripture mentions 
it exclusively, neither karma nor a combination of vidyà and 
karma)."! Sütra 49.—' And because (salvation results) from the 
direct vision (of the Lord)." That is, the direct vision of the Lord is 
attainable through vidya alone. Hence vidya alone is the cause 
of salvation.? 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (continued) 
SÜTRA 47 


* AND ON ACCOUNT OF THE GREATER FORCE OF DIRECT SCRIPTURAL 
STATEMENT AND THE REST, (THERE IS) NO SETTING ASIDE." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“On account of the greater force” of the direct scriptural state- 
ment", viz.: “For they are piled up by the mind alone" (Sat. Br. 
10.5.3, 12 3); of the indicatory mark; ‘All beings at all times pile up 
(those fires) for him who knows thus, even while he sleeps" (Sat. Br. 
10.5.3, 12 4); and of the syntactical connection: “For through know- 
ledge alone these are piled up for one who knows thus" (Sat. Br. 
10.5.3, 12 5), there is “no setting aside" of the fact that these fires 
are subsidiary parts of a sacrifice consisting in meditation. 


1 G.B. 3.3.48, p. 202, Chap. 3. 

2 Op. cit., 3.3.49, p. 203. 

3 P. 798, line 14. S, R, Bh, Sk. 

4 P. 798, lines 14-15. S, R, Bh, Sk. 
5 P, 798, line 15. 8, R, Bh, Sk. 

I4 
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"Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. to say that those fires piled up by the 
mind and so on are here subsidiary parts of a sacrifice consisting 
in meditation, does not stand to reason. As in the text: “With 
mind they were placed" (Sat. Br. 10.5.3, 3) there is no mention of an 
injunctive word, and as we do not perceive their connection with 
a fruit, so the fact of their being subsidiary parts of a sacrifice 
consisting in meditation is set aside by the context, concerned with à 
sacrifice consisting in action, and suggested to the mind by fires piled 
up by bricks—(the author) replies: 

There is "no setting aside", by the context, of the fact of their 
being subsidiary parts of a sacrifice consisting in meditation. Why ? 
“On account of the greater force of direct scriptural statement and 
the rest” than the context. By the words “and the rest"', indicatory 
mark and syntactical connection are to be understood. The direct 
scriptural text is: “For these are piled up by knowledge alone” 
(Sat. Br. 10.5.3, 12). The indicatory mark is: “All beings at all times 
pile up these for him who knows thus, even while he sleeps" (Sat. 
Br. 10.5.3, 12). The syntactical connection is: “For by knowledge 
alone these are piled up for one who knows thus” (Sat. Br. 10.5.3, 12). 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva y 


This is sūtra 50 in his commentary. Here he concludes the section 
about vidyà being the only means to salvation. It may be objected 
that some texts speak of karma as the means to salvation, while some 
texts again speak of the combination of karma and vidya as such a 
means. The answer is: “And on account of the greater force of Scrip- 
ture and so on (there is) no setting aside (of our view)." That is, the 
scriptural texts quoted by us in support of our view that vidya alone 
is the cause of release is of a far greater authority than the Smrti 
texts quoted by the prima facie objector to prove his case.! 


— —— ——— 
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1 G.B. 3.3.50. 
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CORRECT CONCLUSION (continued) 
SUTRA 48 


“ON ACCOUNT OF INSEPARABLE ADJUNCTS AND THE REST, LIKE 
THE SEPARATENESS OF OTHER COGNITIONS, AND (BECAUSE IT) 
IS SEEN, THAT HAS BEEN SAID.” 


Vedanta-párijata-saurabha 


“On account of the inseparable adjuncts” like hymns, recitations 
and so on !, mentioned in the text: “By mind the cups were taken 
in them” (Sat. Br. 10.5.3, 32), and on account of direct scriptural 
statement and the rest,’ the sacrifice consisting in meditation is indeed 
different, “like the separateness of other vidyàs ", such as, the Sandilya- 
vidya and so on. This being so, an injunction is to be supposed. 
“And” itis “found” that in the case of what is similar to a mere state- 
ment, e.g. in the passage: "What alone one does with knowledge" 
(Chand. 1.1.10 4), an injunction is supposed. It has been "stated" 
as well: ‘‘ But the texts, on account of being new " (Pū. MI. Sa. 10.4.22 5) 
and so on. 

Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection stated above, viz. that because of the non- 
mention of an injunctive word in the text: “By mind alone they 
were placed” (Sat. Br. 10.5.3, 3), and because we do not perceive their 
connection with a fruit,—to say that they are subordinate members 
of a sacrifice consisting in meditation does not stand to reason,— 
(the author) replies: 

The sacrifice consisting in meditation is indeed different from 
the sacrifice consisting in action, and (hence) the fact that they (i.e. 
fires) are the subordinate members of the former does stand to reason. 
Why? “On account of the inseparable adjuncts and the rest,” 
Le. on account of the inseparable adjuncts, transference, Scripture 
and so on. Among these, the inseparable adjuncts, (i.e. the attendant 
performances) are stated in the text: “By mind the cups were taken 
in them” (Sat. Br. 10.5.3, 3). As a sacrifice consisting in action and 
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1 This last portion “like . . . so on" is omitted in the C.S.S. ed. 
? S, R, Bh, Sk. 3 See V.P.S. 3.3.47. 
4 Sk. 5 P. 453, vol. 2. R, Sk. 
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its subordinate members are directly perceivable, these would be 
meaningless if there be not a separate sacrifice consisting in medi- 
tation. The inseparable adjuncts of a sacrifice are the cups, hymns, 
recitation and so on. The transference, viz. “Of these, each is as 
great as the former" (Sat. Br. 10.5.3, 11) has been mentioned above. 
Such a transference does not fit in if there be no difference (between 
these two)!. The scriptural text and the rest have been indicated 
above.? 

With regard to this, a parallel instance is cited thus: ''Like 
the separateness of other cognitions". Just as other cognitions like 
the Sàndilya-vidyà and the rest are different from a sacrifice 
consisting in action, as well as from other vidyàs, owing to their 
respective peculiar adjuncts, so is the case here too. This being 
so, an injunction is to be supposed. “And” it is "found" that in 
the case of what is similar to a mere statement, e.g. in the text: 
"What alone one does with knowledge" (Chand. 1.1.10) and so on, 
an injunction is supposed. “That has been said," thus: “But the 
texts, on account of being new" (Pū. Mi. St. 10.4.22). Their connec- 
tion with a fruit too may be known from the transference: “Of 
these, each one is as great as the former” (Sat. Br. 10.5.3, 11). 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 
He breaks this sūtra into two different sütras:— * Anubandha- 
dibhya" and "Prajfiantara .. .. taduktam," and interprets them 


absolutely differently. Thus: 

Sütra 51.—He takes it to be forming an adhikarana by itself, 
concerned with the worship of holy men. Hence the sütra: “On 
account of injunction and so on". That is, Scripture expressly 
enjoins the worship of great and good men, and hence such an worship 
must be undertaken as an auxiliary and indirect means to salvation.3 

Sütra 52.—He begins a new adhikarana here (two sütras), con- 
cerned with showing that the devotees realize and intuit the Lord 
differently. He reads ‘‘drstif ca” in place of ''drstaé ca". Hence 
the sūtra: “And like the difference between prajfià and the other 
ot of Owe ee) the e pen epo" (of the Lord too differs in the case 
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1 Vide under V.K. : 3.3.22. 2 Vide V.K. 3.347. 
3 G.B. 3.3.51, pp. 206-208, Chap. 3. 
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of different devotees), that has been said". That is, in the Brha- 
dàranyaka (Brh. 4.4.21 1), two sorts of knowledge, viz. vijfiàna and 
prajfia, are spoken of. The first is intellectual knowledge or mere 
conception, the latter is intuitional knowledge or direct realization. 
Now, just as there is a difference between intellect and intuition, so 
there is a difference among the intuitions themselves. That is, different 
devotees, following different paths, come to have different intuitions 
or visions of the Lord. This has been declared in the Chandogya 
(Chànd. 3.14.1 ?). 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (continued) 
SÜTRA 49 


"NoT EVEN ON ACCOUNT OF RESEMBLANCE, ON ACCOUNT OF 
OBSERVATION, AS IN THE CASE OF DEATH, NOR, VERILY, (THERE 
IS ANY) BECOMING THE WORLD." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Not even on account of their resemblance to the mental cup, 
they are subordinate members of a sacrifice consisting in action, 
since they are found to be of the form of meditation. In spite of the 
resemblance of both fire and the person in the sun to death,—as stated 
in the texts: “He, verily, is death who is the person within this orb" 
(Sat. Br. 10.5.2, 33), “Fire, verily, is death” (Brh. 3.2.10 4),—the 
difference (between them) remains; “nor verily” does fire (actually) 
become the world in accordance with the passage: “The world, O 
:autama, is a fire" (Chand. 5.4.1 5). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


(The author) condemns the statement made above, viz. that like 
the mental (cup), the fires piled up by the mind and so on too are 
subsidiary parts of a sacrifice consisting in action. 

1 Vijfidya prajfidm kurvita. 

2 G.B. 3.3.52, p. 209, Chap. 3. “ Yatha kratu asmin loke purugo bhavati 
tathetah pretya bhavati.”’ 
3 P. 793, line 5. Also repeated in various places of the same chapter. 


Vide p. 794, lines 14-15; p. 795, lines 19-20, ete. $, R, Bh, Sk. 
4 S, 5 S, Bh. 
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“Even on account of the resemblance," in point of being mental, 
of the fires piled up by the mind and the rest to the mental cup,— 
mentioned in the text: “With this (earth) as the jug, with the sea 
as the juice, I take the cup, offered to Prajàpati, for you", —they are 
not to be taken as the subsidiary parts of a sacrifice consisting in 
action. Why? Because we find from Scripture and the rest 1 that 
they are subsidiary parts of a sacrifice consisting in meditation. 
The sense is that a minor resemblance does not invalidate a major 
difference. 

With regard to this, (the author) states a parallel instance: 
“As in the case of death”. Just as, though fire and the person within 
the sun resemble each other in point of being denoted by the same 
word ‘death’ in the texts: "He, verily, is death who is the person 
within this orb" (Sat. Br. 10.5.2, 3), “The fire, verily, is death " (Brh. 
3.2.10), they are still different from each other; or just as, in accordance 
with the text: “This world, O Gautama, is the fire" (Chand. 5.4.1), 
the world does not (actually) become the fire,—so though the fires 
piled up by the mind and so on and the mental cup resemble each 
other in point of being mental, they still remain mutually different. 


COMPARISON 
Ramanuja and Srikantha 


Interpretation different. The prima facie objectors say that 
since the power of the actual fire is transferred to the mental fires 
(Sat. Br. 10.5.3, 11), the latter must be actual brick-built fires like 
the former. The answer is: “Not even on account of resemblance 
(i.e. transference) (an identity) between them results), for (it is) 
found (that there is transference even when there is no identity), 
as in the case of death, for (there is) no attaining the world (of death 
by the person in the sun)". That is, the mere transference of the 
property of one thing to another is by no means an indication of an 
actual identity between them, for it is found that sometimes such a 
transference is based on a single point of similarity. E.g. the person 
within the orb of the same is said to be death (Sat. Br. 10.5.2, 3), but 
there is only one point of resemblance between them, viz. destructive 
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1 Sce above V.K. 3.3.47. 
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power, and no resemblance in other points. The person within the 
sun, e.g., does not occupy the world of death.! 


Baladeva 


This is sütra 53 in his commentary. Interpretation absolutely 
different. The prima facie objector points out that if the vision of 
the Lord be the cause of salvation 2, then when the Lord descends on 
earth as an incarnation, viz. Ràma and so on, everyone who sees Him 
must become freed immediately. The answer is: ''Even on account 
of the common perception (of the Lord as an incarnation, there is no 
universal release), like death (which is) not (the cause) of salvation, 
but) the attainment of (other particular) worlds". That is, death 
does not necessarily lead to release, but more often to other worlds 
like heaven and so on. Similarly, all visions of the Lord are not the 
cause of release, but the vision of the Lord on earth as an incarnation 
leads to heavenly regions alone.3 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (end) 
SÜTRA 50 


“AND ON ACCOUNT OF WHAT IS SUBSEQUENT, THE BEING OF THIS 
KIND OF THE WORD (IS ESTABLISHED), THERE IS CONNECTION WITH 
(ACTION), ON THE OTHER HAND, ON ACCOUNT OF MAJORITY." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


On account also of the immediately following (section), viz.: 
“This world, verily, is piled up by the fire" (Sat. Br. 10.5.4, 14), 
this text, referring to the fires piled up by the mind and so on, is of 
such a kind. "On account of the majority," i.e. numerosity, of the 
details of (actual) fire which are to be accepted in the fires piled up 
by the mind and so on, there is the “connection” (of these mental 
fires) in the very vicinity of a fire built up by action. 


1 Sri. B. 3.3.49, p. 331, Part 2; Sk. B. 3.3.49, p. 369, Parts 10 and 11. 

2 Vide G.B. 3.3.49 above. 

3 P. 798, line 17. S, R, Bh, Sk. Correct quotation: “A gniá cita”, in 
which case the quotation would mean. “This world, verily, is the piled up fire.” 

4 Correct quotation “Agnis Cita”, meaning ‘piled up fire", and not 
“ Agni-Cita ". 


[st. 3. 3. 50. 
690 VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA ADH. 20.] 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


“On account of what is subsequent”’ to the section concerned 
with the fires piled up by the mind and so on, viz. the section concerned 
with world which is filled, beginning: “This world, verily, is piled up by 
the fire (Sat. Br. 10.5.4, 1), and on account of the preceding section,— 
implied by the term “and” (in the sütra)—, beginning: “This orb 
that shines" (Sat. Br. 10.5.2, 1), the “text”, i.e. the section coming 
between them, is “of that kind”, i.e. concerned with an injunction 
about meditation. That is, on account of its association with a pre- 
ceding and a subsequent sections which have meditation for their 
primary topic, here too there is the primacy of meditation,—that is 
what it comes to. 

To this objection, viz. If in this section, there be the primacy 
of meditation, then what is the sense in beginning with action *— 
(the author) replies: “On account of majority". That is, “on account 
of the majority” or numerosity of the details of the fire built up by 
action to be accomplished (mentally) in the case of the fires which 
are the subsidiary parts of meditation, there is the “connection”’, 
ie. setting forth, of the fires, the subsidiary parts of meditation, 
after the fires which are subsidiary parts of action. Hence it is 
established that the fires piled up by the mind and the rest are 
subsidiary parts of a sacrifice consisting in meditation. 


Here ends the section entitled “'The majority of indicatory 
marks” (20). 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sütra 54 in his commentary. He takes it as forming an 
adhikarana by itself concerned with an entirely different topic, viz. 
the grace of the Lord. The prima facie view is that it cannot be said 
that the direct vision of the Lord alone, attainable through devotion !, 
in the cause of salvation, for à text in the Mundaka (Mund. 3.2.3 2) 
Shows that the vision of the Lord depends on the grace of the Lord. 
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1 Vide G.B. 3.3.49 above. 
2 “Nayamatma pravacanena labhyah”’, etc. 
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The answer is: “On account of what follows (ie. the immediately 
following text 1), the being of that kind of the word (is established), 
(there is) the mention (of grace in the passage), on the other hand, 
on account of preponderance (i.e. because the grace of the Lord is 
the most predominating factor in attaining salvation)”. That is, 
the Mundaka-text does imply that devotion is the cause of a direct 
vision of the Lord, and the latter a cause of emancipation, for the 
grace or choice by the Lord is not arbitrary, but is determined by the 
devotion of men.? 


Adhikarana 21: The section entitled “Exist- 
ence in the body". (Sütras 51-52) 


PRIMA FACIE VIEW (Sütra 51) 
SÜTRA 51 


“SOME (HOLD THAT THE INDIVIDUAL SOUL IS TO BE MEDITATED 
ON IN ITS STATE OF BONDAGE), ON ACCOUNT OF THE EXISTENCE 
(OF SUCH A SOUL) IN THE BODY." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


At the time of meditation, the individual soul is to be meditated 
on in its state of bondage, on account of the existence of such a soul 
alone “in the body’’—so “some” (think). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Immediately above, an investigation has been undertaken into 
the fires piled up by the mind and so on as forming subsidiary parts 
of a sacrifice consisting in meditation. Now, the question is being 
considered, viz. in what form is the individual soul too, entitled to 
its fruit, to be sought for at the time of meditation ? 

The doubt is as to whether at the time of meditation, the individual 
soul is to be conceived of simply in its state of bondage,—i.e. in the 
form of a knower, a doer, an enjoyer and the rest,—or in its state of 


1 *Nàyamàtma vala-hinena labhyah’’, etc. 
2 Q.B. 3.3.54, pp. 214 ff., Chap. 3. 
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salvation, i.e. in its real nature, characterized by the manifested 
attributes of freedom from sins and the rest. With regard to it "some" 
think that it is to be conceived of in its state of bondage alone, i.e. 
in the form of a knower and the rest. Why? On account of the non- 
existence “in the body", at that time, “of the soul” in its state of 
salvation, i.e. in its real nature as characterized by freedom from sins 
and so on. Or else, (an alternative explanation:) on account of the 
existence of such a soul alone, i.e. of the soul in its state of bondage. ! 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


This is sütra 53 in the commentary of Samkara and 52 in that of 
Bhàskara. They take this adhikarana to be concerned with a different 
problem, viz. the relation between the soul and the body. This sūtra 
sets forth the opponent's view, viz. the view of the Carvakas, that the 
soul is nothing but the body, since consciousness is found only when 
the body is present, and not found when it is absent. Hence, the 
sütra: “Some (maintain the non-difference) of the soul (from the 
body), on aecount of the existenee (of consciousness) if there be 
the body ”.2 


Baladeva 


This is sütra 55 in his commentary. He takes it às forming an 
adhikarana by itself, concerned with an entirely different topic, viz. 
the worship of the Lord in the different parts of the body. Hence 
the sütra: “Some (recommend the worship) of the soul (viz. the 
Lord) in the body, on account of the existence (of the Lord there)”. 
That is, the Lord is to be worshipped in the different parts of the body, 
such as, the stomach, the heart, the top of the head and so on, since 
He exists in these places also and gives salvation to the devotee.3 
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1 Note that while Nimbarka reads only “bhavat’’, Srinivasa reads both 
“abhāvāt” and “bhabat”’. 


2 Ś.B. 3.3.53, pp. 838-840; Bh. B. 3.3.52 (written as 3.3.53), pp. 195-190. 
3 G.B. 3.3.55, pp. 218-219, Chap. 3. 
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CORRECT CONCLUSION (Sūtra 52) 
SUTRA 52 


"BuT (THE INDIVIDUAL SOUL IS TO BE MEDITATED ON IN ITS 
STATE OF RELEASE) DIFFERENT (FROM ITS STATE OF BONDAGE, 
AND) NOT (IN ITS STATE OF BONDAGE), BECAUSE OF BECOMING OF 
THAT NATURE, AS IN THE CASE OF REALIZATION. " 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


1At the time of meditation, the individual soul is to be conceived 
of in its freed state, different from its state of bondage,—since during 
release, it is to become of that very form, just as one attains the 
Highest Self in accordance with meditation. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


With regard to it, we reply: 

The word “but” implies emphasis. The individual soul is not 
to be conceived of simply in its state of bondage, i.e. simply in its 
form of a knower, a doer and so on. On the contrary, it is the real 
nature of the soul, in its state of release, possessed of the manifested 
attributes of freedom from sins and so on, and possessed of the attri- 
butes of being a knower and so on, which is “different” from its 
nature in its state of bondage, that is to be conceived. of at the time 
of meditation. Why? “Because of becoming of that nature," 
i.e. because during the state of release, the soul becomes “of that 
nature", i.e. of the nature of its real form, conceived, in accordance 
with Scripture, at the time of meditation,? “As in the case of realiza- 
tion". That is, just as there is the realization of Brahman in accord- 
ance with meditation, so is the case here, as declared by the scriptural 
texts: "As the purpose of man is in this world, so will he be on depart- 
ing" (Chand. 3.14.1). ‘‘Howsoever he meditates on him, such alone 
he becomes" (Sat. Br. 10.5.2, 203). Hence it is established that during 


1 Tho C.S.S. ed. adds * Tan na "— that is not so”, p. 68. 
2 I.e. the form which is ineditated on during bondage is the form which is 
attained later on during salvation. 


3 P. 725, line 13. Cf. & very similar passage in Mudg. 3, p. 384, lines 8-9. 
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the state of realization, the individual soul is to be conceived of in 
its state of release. 


Here ends the section entitled “ Existence in the body” (21). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhàskara 


This is sütra 54 in the commentary of Samkara, sutra 53 in that 
of Bhaskara. Here they answer the Carvaka view that the soul is 
identical with the body. "They interpret the sütra in the same way, 
only Samkara reads: “tad-bhāvābhāvitvāt”, instead of “tad-bhava- 
bhàvitvàt". Thus, according to him, the sūtra means: “(The soul 
is) different (from the body), not (identical) because the existence 
(of consciousness) does not depend on the existence of that (viz. the 
body), as in the case of perception". That is, consciousness is not a 
quality of the body, since even where the body is present, there may 
be no consciousness, e.g. in the case of a dead body. Hence just as 
perception is other than the object perceived, so consciousness is 
other than the conscious body.! 

According to Bhaskara, the sütra means: “(The soul is) different 
(from the body) not (identical) because the existence of (the qualities 
of the body) depend on the existence of that (viz. the body), as in 
the case of perception". "That is, consciousness cannot be an attribute 
of the body, since an attribute of the body exists when the body 
exists. But consciousness does not exist always when the body 
does, e.g. in a dead body.? Hence the two explanations are identical 
in spite of the difference of reading. Bhaskara’s reading is prefer- 
able. 

Ramanuja 

Interpretation same, only the phrase “upalabdhivat”’ interpreted 
differently, viz. just as the realization of Brahman, enjoined in Scrip- 
ture, means the realization of His real form, so exactly, self-realization 
too means the realization of the real form of the self.3 
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1 S.B. 3.3.54, p. 840. 
? Dh. B. 3.3.53 (written as 3.3.54), p. 196. 
3 Sri. B. 3.3.52, p. 337, vol. 2. 
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Baladeva 


This is sutra 56 in his commentary. He begins a new adhikarana 
here (three sütras), concerned with an absolutely different topic, viz. 
different kinds of realizations in accordance with the different kinds 
of devotion. Hence the sütra: "(During release, there is) no (percep- 
tion of the Lord as possessed of the attributes) other (than those 
with which He was meditated upon in this life), on account of the 
existence (of the Lord) as having that nature (i.e. attributes) (during 
release), as in the case of knowledge". That is, when a man, conceiv- 
ing a thing in a particular form, meditates on it as such, he obtains 
that thing in that particular form. Similarly, the devotees who 
meditates on the Lord as the Sweet, realizes Him as such during 
release; and who meditates on Him as the Majestic, realizes Him as 
such.1 


Adhikarana 22: The section entitled "Connected 
with the subsidiary parts". (Sütras 53-654) 


SÜTRA 53 


“But (THE MEDITATIONS) CONNECTED WITH THE SUBSIDIARY 
PARTS, (ARE) NOT (RESTRIOTED) TO (PARTICULAR) BRANCHES, FOR 
(THEY BELONG) TO EACH VEDA.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The meditations connected with the subsidiary parts of (sacrifices) 
like the udgitha, enjoined in the passage: ‘‘Let one meditate on this 
syllable ‘Om’ as the udgitha"' (Chand. 1.1.1 2) and so on, do not rest 
upon (their own) branches 8, but are connected with “each Veda", 
i.e. with all the branches 4, on account of the non-specification of the 
scriptural text about the udgitha. 


1 G.B. 3.3.56, p. 221, Chap. 3. 

2 $, R, Bh. 

3 C.S.S. ed. reads ‘‘Sva-éakhasu’’, p. 68. 
4 C.S.S. ed. reads **Kutab". Op cit. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been pointed out above that at the time of meditation, the 
particular form (which the individual soul has) at that time should 
be disregarded, and (its) special form, as characterized by the mani- 
fested (attributes) of freedom from sins and so on, is to be conceived 
of. Similarly, here too, since a particular form can accomplish the 
end, the meditations may rest upon the particular forms of the ud- 
githa and the rest, i.e. be based on them, in whatever special forms 
these udgitha and the rest are mentioned in whatever particular 
branches with whatever special accents,—this doubt (the author) 
dispels now by stating his own view. 

The doubt is as to whether the meditations, founded on the sub- 
sidiary parts of sacrificial acts like the udgitha and the rest, such as: 
"Let one meditate on this syllable ‘Om’ as the udgitha” (Chand, 
1.1.1), “Let one meditate on the five-fold saman in the worlds’. 
(Chand, 2.1.1), “‘Hymn, hymn’, people say. The hymn is, forsooth, 
the earth" (Ait. Ar. 2.1.21), “This world, verily, is the piled up fire" 
(Sat. Br. 10.5.4, 1 2) and so on, enjoined in all the branches of all the 
Vedas, are based on those particular forms of the udgitha and the 
rest in which they are read in those particular branches in those special 
accents, or are connected with the udgitha and the rest contained in 
all the branches. Here the prima facie view is that on account of 
proximity, they are based on those particular forms of the udgitha 
and the rest in which these udgitha and the rest are read in those 
particular branches in those special accents, but are not connected 
with the udgitlia and the rest presented in a different branch. 

With regard to this, (the author) states the correct conclusion: 
“Connected with the subsidiary parts". The word “but” is meant 
for rejecting the prima facie view. Those meditations, “‘connected 
with the subsidiary parts’’, i.e. founded on the subordinate members 
of sacrifices, do not rest on the udgitha and the rest belonging to their 
own branches, but are connected with ‘‘each Veda’’, i.e. with the 
udgithas and the rest represented in all the branches. The word “for” 
implies the reason, i.c. because in spite of the difference of the forms 
of the udgitha and the rest resulting from the difference of accents 
and so on, the scriptural text about the udgitha, viz. “Let one meditate 
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1 P. 101. 2 P. 798, line 17. 
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on the udgitha"' (Chand. 1.1.1) and so on, lays down no specification, 
and thereby proximity is set aside. 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sütra 57 in his commentary. Here he illustrates the 
doctrine that the Lord is realized differently by different devotees in 
accordance with the kind of devotion with whieh they worship Him. 
Hence the sütra: “But (the priests) are restricted to (particular) parts 
(of the sacrifice), (but are not appointed) to (all the) branches (of it). 
because (the parts are regulated) according to each Veda ". That is, 
when a man is about to perform a sacrifice, he chooses several priests, 
all of whom are able to perform all tlie parts of it, and appoints them 
to certain offices. And, the priests, so appointed by their master, 
must perform only the portions allotted to them, and not the others, 
and receive the fee accordingly. Similarly, it is the will of the Lord 
which determines which particular path of devotion a soul should 
follow, i.e. whether they should meditate on Him as the Sweet, or as 
the Majestic,—and realize Him accordingly.! 


SÜTRA 54 


"OR, AS IN THE CASE OF THE SAORED FORMUL/ZE AND THE LIKE, 
(THERE IS) NO CONTRADICTION.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


" As in the case of the sacred formulae" like: “Thou art a cock" 
(M. Sam. 1.1.6 2), or as in the case of preliminary offerings, there is 
"no contradiction" in applying meditations mentioned in one place 
to other places. 
Vedanta-kaustubha 


There is “no contradiction" in connecting meditations, set 
forth in one place, with the udgitha and the rest, set forth else- 
where, “as in the case of the sacred formule and the like." The 


G.B. 3.3.57, pp. 221-222, Chap. 3. 2 P. 6, line 14. $, Bh. 
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word “or” means ‘and,’ i.e. and just as the sacred formula which 
accompanies the taking of the stone for grinding the rice, viz. “Thou 
art a cock" (M. Sam. 1.1.6), mentioned in one place, is applicable in 
other places as well, so is the case here. By the words “and the like", 
it is meant that just as the preliminary offerings, mentioned in one 
place, are applicable in other places also (so is the case here). 
Hence, it is established that the meditations founded on the sub- 
ordinate members (of sacrifices) like the udgitha and the rest, mentioned 
in one place, are connected with the udgitha and the rest, mentioned 
elsewhere. 


Here ends the section entitled “Connected with the 
subsidiary parts" (22). 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sütra 58 in his commentary. Here he concludes the topio, 
viz. the different modes of worshipping the Lord, by giving a second 
illustration, thus: “Or, as in the case of the sacred formule and the 
rest, (there is) no contradiction", that is, just as some formule are 
employed in many ceremonies,—some in two, some in one only,— 
80 some men worship the Lord in several ways, i.e. with mixed 
sentiments or devotion, some only in one.! 


Adhikarana 23: The section entitled "The 
superiority of the plentitude". (Sūtra 55) 


SÜTRA 55 


"(THERE IS) SUPERIORITY OF THE PLENTITUDE, AS IN THE OASE 
OF A SAORIFIOE, FOR THUS (SCRIPTURE) SHOWS.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


With regard to the Vai$vànara-vidyà?, the meditation on the 
cca is commended, s jüst as there is a single performance of the 
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1 G.B. 3.3.58, pp. 222-223, Chap. 3. 
2 See under Br. Su. 3.3.31. 
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Paurna-màsa sacrifice and the rest together with the subsidiary parts. 

Thus, the scriptural text: ''' Your head would have fallen off if you 

had not come to me”’’ (Chand. 5.12.2 1), designating the fault involved 

in the meditation on each limb, shows the excellence of the meditation 

on the aggregate. " 
Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been pointed out above that in accordance with scriptural 
statements, meditations mentioned in one placo are applicable to . 
other places. Why should we not, then, meditate on the parts in the 
Vai$vanara-vidyà, in accordance with scriptural statement ?—To this 
objection (the author) replies: 

In the Vai$vanara-vidyà, from the questions and answers of 
the six sages, viz. Pracinasala and the rest and king Kekaya, we 
learn of a meditation on the VaisSvànara (or the Universal Soul) in its 
separate aspect, viz. the heavenly world, the sun, the wind, the ether, 
the earth,—as well as in its aggregative aspect. Here the doubt is, 
viz. whether one should meditate on the separate parts or on the 
aggregate. On the suggestion that in accordance with the scriptural 
texts laying down an injunction rogarding the meditation on the 
separate parts, one should meditate on the separate parts,— 

We reply: There is “superiority’’, i.e. excellence, “of the plenti- 
tude,” i.e. of the meditation on the aggregate alone, and not of the 
meditations on the separate parts,—since the object to be meditated 
on being Vai$vànara alone, having (different) limbs like the heaven 
as its head and so on, the beginning and the end form a connected 
whole. “As in the case of a sacrifice." That is, just as the single 
performance of sacrifices like Paurna-màsa and the rest in their 
entirety is intended to be designated, but not of the separate parts 
like the preliminary offerings and the rest, so is the case here also. 
“For,” the scriptural text, designating the fault involved in the medita- 
tion on the separate parts, viz.: ''* Your head would have fallen off had 
you not come to me”’ (Chand. 5.12.2), ''* You would have become 
blind had you not come to me"'' (Chand. 5.13.2) and so on, “shows” 
"thus", ie. that the meditation on the aggregate alone is to be 
undertaken and not meditation on the separate parts. 

It is not to be said also that (on the above view) the texts 
enjoining meditating on the separate parts will become meaningless, 
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viz. those beginning with the question of the king: "'Auhamanyava, 
whom do you worship as the soul?’ ‘The heaven alone, O reverend 
king.’ He said: ‘The brightly shining one whom you worship as the 
soul is verily the universal soul’’’ (Chand. 5.12.1 +) and so on,—since 
as it is$he meditation on the aggregate which is to be enjoined through 
the explanatory reiterations of the meditations on the separate parts, 
those texts are concerned with explanatory reiterations only. More- 
over, having rejected the meditation on the separate parts, Scripture 
mentions the result of the meditation on the aggregate only thus: 
“He eats food in all the worlds, in all beings, in all selves" (Chand. 
5.18.1). Hence, it is established that the meditation on the aggregate 
alone is to be undertaken. 


Here ends the section entitled “The superiority of the 
plentitude”’ (23). 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sūtra 59 in his commentary. He takes it as forming an 
adhikarana by itself, concerned with an altogether different topic, 
viz. the meditation on the Lord as possessed of the attribute of plurality 
or manifoldness. Hence the sütra: “On account of the pre-eminence 
of (the attribute of) muchness, (the Lord is to be meditated on as 
possessed of this attribute), as in the case of a sacrifice, for thus 
(Scripture, i.e. Chand. 7.2.3, 1) shows”. That is, just as a sacrifice 
is a sacrifice even when the sacrificer first begins it, and remains a 
sacrifice even when he has finished it, and just as this conception of the 
Sacrifice is the most essential element involved in all sacrifices, so the 
manifoldness of the Lord, i.e. His appearing in many forms, is the most 
essential of all His attributes, and therefore must be included in all 
meditations on Him.? 


1 Quotation given in the text is all wrong. 
2 G.B. 3.3.59, pp. 224-225, Chap. 3. 
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Adhikarana 24: The section entitled “Differ. 
ence of words". (Sütra 56) 


SÜTRA 56 


“(THE VIDYÁS ARE) DIVERSE, ON ACCOUNT OF THE DIFFERENCE 
OF WORDS AND SO ON.”’ 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


There is diversity among the Sandilya-vidya and the rest. Why ? 
“On account of the difference of words and so on” regarding them. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now, by showing ! that in spite of Brahman, the object to be 
meditated on, being one and the same, there are diverse meditations 
as there are different texts about them and so on, (the author) is after 
that removing the following doubt: It has been pointed out imme- 
diately above that in spite of there being injunctive texts regarding 
the meditations on the separate parts, the meditation on the Whole is 
the best of all, as the object meditated on is everywhere the same. 
Similarly, in spite of there being injunctive texts regarding different 
kinds of meditations on Brahman, such as the Sandilya-vidya and 
the rest, all these meditations must be one and the same, as the object 
meditated on is everywhere the same (viz. Brahman). 

The doubt is as to whether all the meditations on Brahman 
which result in final emancipation, consisting in the attainment of 
Brahman, viz. the Sandilya-vidya 2, the Bhüma-vidyà 8, the Sad- 
vidya 4, the Dahara-vidya 5, the Upakosala-vidya 9, the Vai$vànara- 
vidya’, the Anandamaya-vidya 8, the Aksara-vidyà?, and so on, 


——À te «OA — ——M M 


1 Here the Satr-suffix implies reason. 2 Vide Br. Su. 3.3.31. 

3 Bhüma-vidyà or the doctrine of the Plenty taught by Sanatkumara 
to Narada. Vide Chand. 7.13. Vide also V.K. 1.3.8. 

4 Vide Br. St. 3.3.35. 5 Vide Br. Su. 3.3.31. 

$ Op. cit. ? Op. cit. 

8 Anandamaya-vidya or the doctrine of the Self consisting of bliss. Vide 
Tait. 2. 

? Aksara-vidyà or the doctrine of the Imperishable taught to Gargi by 
Yajfiavalkya. Vide Brh. 3.8. Vide also V.K. 3.3.33. 
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as well as the Pràna-vidyà! and the rest which have a special 
object and a special result, are to be undertaken collectively or 
separately. The prima facie view is that though there are injunctions 
with regard to each of the meditations, yet as the object to be 
meditated on is everywhere the same, they are to be undertaken 
collectively. 

With regard to it, we reply: "Diverse". The meditations are 
diverse. Why? “On account of the difference of words and so on," 
i.e. as there are different texts about them like: ‘Knows’, ‘Let one 
meditate’, ‘Let one form a resolution’ (Chand. 3.14.1), “But let one 
desire to enquire into the Plenty” (Chand. 7.2.3, 1), “Let one meditate 
on Truth” (Brh. 4.1.4) and soon. The sense is this: Though the object 
to be meditated on is the same, yet these meditations are not exactly 
identical, since the object to be meditated on has different forms, 
as (variously) qualified by the special attributes mentioned in the texts 
designating those special meditations. By the words “and so on" 
other grounds, besides texts, for taking sacrificial acts as different, 
as demonstrated in the section concerned with that topic?, viz. 
repetition, number, name, attribute and context, are to be understood. 
These establish that the meditations are different here too. 


Here ends the section entitled “Difference of words” (24). 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sütra 60 in his commentary. He too takes it to be forming 
au adhikarana by itself, but interprets it in à sectarian manner thus: 
“(The meditations on the different forms of the Lord are) different, 
on account of the difference of words and so on. That is, the medita- 
tion on Krsna, e.g., is different from the meditation on Nrsimha, 
because the two words ‘Krsna’ and ‘Nrsimha’ are different, their 
forms are different and their mantras too are different. 


1 Prüna-vidyà or the doctrine of the primacy of the vital-breath. Vide 


Brh. 6.1; Preána 2; Kaus. 3. Vide also V.K. 3.3.10. 
2 Vide Pu. Mi. Sù. 2.2.1 ff. 3 G.B. 3.3.60, p. 225, Chap. 3. 
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Adhikarana 25: The section entitled “Option”. 
(Sütras 57-58) 


SÜTRA 57 


“(THERE IS) OPTION, ON ACCOUNT OF THE NON-DISTINCTION OF 
THE RESULT." 


Vedànta -parijata-saurabha 


It has been shown that the various meditations (on Brahman) are 
not identical but different from one another. There is “option” of 
performance with regard to them, “on account of the non-distinction 
of result”. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been stated above that the meditations are ‘diverse’. 
Now, the mode of performing them, having the attainment of Brahman 
as their result, is being considered. 

The doubt is as to whether these Sandilya-vidya, Bhtma-vidya, 
Sad-vidyà and the rest, which result in the attainment of Brahman, 
are to be undertaken collectively or optionally. On the suggestion 
that like the Agni-hotra, Da$a-pürna-màsa and the rest, they are to 
be undertaken collectively.— 

(The author) says: "Option", i.e. any one alone is to be under- 
taken. Why? “On account of the non-distinction of the result,” 
i.e. because all the meditations on Brahman lead, without distinction, 
to the attainment of His nature. That is to say, as our purpose is 
served through one alone, it is not necessary for us to perform all the 
rest. Compare the scriptural and Smrti texts like: “The knower of 
Brahman attains the highest" (Tait. 2.1), ‘‘‘ My devotees go to me 
even” ’ (Gita 7.23) and so on. l 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sūtra 6l in his commentary. He takes it as forming an 
adhikaraņa by itself, concerned with showing that the meditations 
on the different forms of the Lord, such as Krsna, Rāma and so on, 
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are optional, since any one of them leads to release. Hence, the 
devotee should choose one form and stick to it.! 


SÜTRA 58 


“But (THE MEDITATIONS BRINGING ABOUT) OBJECTS OF DESIRE 
MAY BE COMBINED TOGETHER OR NOT AT WILL, ON ACCOUNT OF 
THE ABSENCE OF THE FORMER REASON.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


There is no restriction with regard to the performance of (medita- 
tions) having results other than the attainment of Brahman, “on 
account of the absence of the former reason"', which involves such a 
restriction. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


This aphorism supplies a counter-instance with a view to confirm- 
ing the stated view. 

“But the (meditations leading to) objects of desire," i.e. the 
symbolic meditations having results other than the attainment of 
Brahman, set forth in the texts: “Verily, he who meditates on Name 
as Brahman comes to have freedom of movement as far as Name goes "' 
(Chand. 7.1.5), “He who knows this wind thus as the child of the quar- 
ters, mourns not for a son”’ (Chand. 3.15.2) and so on, “may be com- 
bined together or not at will”, like the sacrificial acts which bring about 
heaven and the rest as results. Why? “On account of the absence of 
the former reason,” i.e. on account of their not having the same result. 
Hence it is established that just as (the meditations) which have 
results other than the attainment of Brahman are to be undertaken 
at one's will, without any restriction, by those who aim at those 
results, so, contrarily to them, (the meditations) which have the 
attainment of Brahman as their result are to be undertaken optionally 


by one who desires for salvation, as all these meditations produce 
the very same result. 


Here ends the section entitled “Option” (25). 


1 G.B. 3.3.61, p. 226, Chap. 3. 
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COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sutra 61 in his‘commentary. He takes it as forming an 
adhikarana by itself. Interpretation like Nimbàrka's. 


Adhikarana 26: The section entitled “Of the 
same nature as the bases’! (Stitras 59-64) 


PRIMA FACIE VIEW (Sitras 59-62) 
SUTRA 59 


"(THE MEDITATIONS BASED) ON THE SUBSIDIARY PARTS (OF 
SACRIFICES) ARE OF THE SAME NATURE AS THEIR BASES.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


(The author) raises an objection, viz. On account of numerous 
indicatory marks, there is a regular inclusion in sacrifices of the 
meditations based on their subsidiary parts like the udgitha and the 
rest. 

The meditations based on the udgitha and the rest are of the 
nature of subsidiary parts like the udgitha. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been pointed out that the meditations aiming at objects 
of desire are to be practised at will. Now, although it has been 
pointed out under the aphorism: ''Non-restriction with regard to 
the specification of that” (Br. Sa. 3.3.41) that those meditations also 
which are based on the subsidiary parts of sacrifices may be included 
in those sacrifices at will,—yet with a view to confirming it strongly, 
(the author) raises an objection, viz. that as these (meditations on the 
subsidiary parts of sacrifices) subserve those sacrifices, as the subsidiary 
parts themselves do, they are to be included in sacrifices regularly. 

On the doubt, viz. whether the meditations which are based on 
the subsidiary parts of sacrificial acts, such as the udgitha and the 
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1 Vide Br. Su. 3.3.41, where the topic has already been treated. 
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rest, as set forth in the passages: “Let one meditate on the syllable 
‘Om’ as the udgitha" (Chand. 1.1.1) and so on, are to be included 
regularly in the sacrificial acts like the subsidiary parts themselves, 
or at will—(the prima facie objector says:) Regularly like the sub- 
sidiary parts themselves. So he says: “In the subsidiary parts” 
and soon. That is, with regard to the sacrificial acts, the meditations 
based on the subsidiary parts of sacrificial acts are “of the same 
nature as their bases". The means, just as the subsidiary parts of 
sacrificial acts, like the udgitha and the rest, are subsidiary parts, 
so are the meditations based on them. 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sütra 63 in his commentary. He too begins an adhikarana 
here (continuing up to the end of the chapter), but concerned with an 
altogether different topic, viz. the meditation on the various limbs 
of the Lord. Hence the sütra: “In the limbs (of the Lord), (the 
qualities or gestures), appropriate to them (are to be meditated on)”. 
That is, one should meditate on the eyes of the Lord benevolent, the 
face as smiling and so on ".! | 


PRIMA FACIE VIEW (continued) 
SOTRA 60 


* AND ON ACCOUNT OF TEACHING. " 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


And on account of the teaching, viz. “Let one meditate on the 
udgitha’”’ (Chand. 1.1.12), there is a regular inclusion. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


And as the passage teaches that these meditations are based on 
the udgitha: “Let one meditate on the udgitha"' (Chand. 1.1.1), there 
is a regular inclusion of the meditation in sacrificial works. 
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1 G.B. 3.3.63, p. 230, Chap. 3. 2 R, Sk. 
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COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sütra 64 in his commentary. He reads "Sistai$ Ca” 
instead of Siste$ Ca". He continues here the topic of the meditation 
on the limbs of the Lord. Hence the sūtra: * And (such a meditation 
is performed) by those who are taught ".! 


PRIMA FACIE VIEW (continued) 
SÜTRA 61 


* AND ON ACCOUNT OF COMBINATION." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


And on account of the performance together of the pranava 
and the udgitha, in accordance with the text: “From the seat of the 
Hotr 2 simply, he sets right the wrong utterances of the udgitha " 
(Chand. 1.5.5 8). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


“And on account of the combination, " i.e. performance together, 
of the pranava, mentioned in the Rg-veda, and udgitha, mentioned 
in the Sáàma-veda, in accordance with the text: “From the seat of 
the Hotr simply, he sets right the wrong utterances of the udgitha”’ 
(Chand. 1.5.5), it is known that there is a regular inclusion of meditation 
in sacrificial acts. Owing to the potency of the combination of the 
pranava and the udgitha, the priest who chants the udgitha sets 
right the 'bad udgitha', i.e. that udgitha which, though chanted by 
himself, has been chanted wrongly owing to the lack of his proper 
knowledge of accents and so on, ‘from the seat of the Hotr’, i.e. by 
means of the work of the Hotr, viz. the act of reciting,—this is the 
meaning of the scriptural text. 


1 G.B. 3.3.64, p. 230, Chap. 3. 
2 One of the four kinds of officiating priests who recites the Rgveda. 
3 S, R, Bh, Sk. 
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COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sutra 65 in his commentary. It may be objected that 
a Chandogya text (Chand. 1.6.7) mentions only the lotus-like eyes of 
the Lord, but not His other limbs. Hence this text must be defective. 
The answer is: “(There is) no (discrepancy in this text) on account 
of comprehensiveness". The word “na” (=no) is to be supplied 
from sütra 3.3.67. The sense is that the description of the eyes 
only must be supposed to involve the description of other members 
of the body of the Lord, and hence the description is not defective.! 


PRIMA FACIE VIEW (concluded) 
SUTRA 62 


“ AND ON ACCOUNT OF THE SCRIPTURAL TEXT ABOUT THE COMMON- 
NESS OF ATTRIBUTES." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“ And on account of the scriptural text about the commonness of 
attribute," viz. “Thereby this triad .... 2 exists" (Chand. 1.1.9 8). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


And on account of the scriptural mention of the commonness of 
“attribute”, i.e. of the Om-kara, the basis of meditation, in all sacri- 
ficial works, thus: “Thereby this triad..... exists" (Chand. 1.1.9). 
The meaning is that ‘thereby’, i.e. by the Om-kara, the basis of medita- 
tion, 'the triad exists', ie. the works mentioned in the three Vedas 
proceed.4 The sense is that those meditations too which are based on 


1 G.B. 3.3.65, p. 231, Chap. 3. 

2 Correct quotation: ‘‘ Tenüàyam trayi vidya vartate". 

3 $, R, Sk. 

4 The text continues: “With ‘Om’ the Adhvaryyu gives orders, with ‘Om’ 
the Hoty recites, with ‘Om’ the Udgatr sings". 
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the subsidiary parts are to be regularly included in those sacrifices, 
just like the subsidiary parts themselves. 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sütra 66 in his commentary. He continues here the topic 
of the meditation on the limbs of the Lord. He takes this to be 
setting forth a prima facie view. Hence the sütra: “(Every limb of 
the Lord must be meditated on as possessed of the powers or attributes 
of all the rest), on account of a scriptural text about the commonness 
of attributes." Thatis, a text in the Bhagavad-gita, viz. “Everywhere 
that has hands and feet” (Gita 13.14), shows that every limb of the 
Lord can discharge the function of every other limb. Hence every 
member must be so meditated on.! 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (Sitras 63-64) 
SÜTRA 63 


"OR NOT, ON ACCOUNT OF SCRIPTURE NOT DECLARING (THEIR) 
ACCOMPANYING (SACRIFICES).”’ 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


There is no fixed rule that the meditations on the subsidiary parts 
of sacrifices are to be included always in those sacrifices, just like the 
subsidiary parts themselves, since Scripture does not declare them 
to be subsidiary parts of sacrifices. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now (the author) refutes it. 
The statement that there is a regular inclusion, in sacrificial acts, 
of the meditations based on the subsidiary parts of sacrificial acts, 


M a —— c — ee ee ee 


1 G.B. 3.3.66, p. 231, Chap. 3. 
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such as the udgitha, like those subsidiary parts themselves, is not 
tenable. Why? ‘On account of Scripture not declaring (their) 
accompanying." That is, Scripture declares that the subsidiary parts 
of sacrifices should always accompany the sacrifices themselves. 
Compare the text: ‘‘ Having taken the graha 1, having raised the 
camas 2, he should begin the stotra 3 (Tait. Sam. 3.1.2, 4 4). But there 
is no such declaration about the meditations (on the subsidiary parts). 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sütra 67 in his commentary. Here he refutes the prima 
facie view, mentioned in the previous sütra, thus: “Or not, (ie. 
every limb of the Lord is to be meditated on as possessed of its peculiar 
attributes only), because there is no scriptural text (to the effect that 
it is to be meditated on) as accompanied by (the attributes of other 
limbs)’’.5 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (end) 
SUTRA 64 


* AND ON ACCOUNT OF SCRIPTURAL TEXT." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


This is so also because the scriptural text: “Verily, the 
Brahmana priest who knows (or meditates) thus protects the sacrifice, 
the sacrificer, and all officiating priests" (Chand. 4.7.10 9) shows that 


Pe rec SRNR EE SO a EEB E RRE RARE EEEN AEE EEEE 4 0 me a ate CEO e^ v cnm ot —— AP 


1 A graha is a vessel used for taking out a portion of fluid from ^ larger 
vessel, especially à vessel used for taking up the soma-juice. pu 

2 A camasa is a vessel used at sacrifices for drinking the son.a-juice. 

3 A hymn of praise. 

4 P. 247, lines 14-15. 

5 G.B. 3.3.67, p. 232, Chap. 3. 

6 Š, R, Bh, Sk. 


[s0. 3. 3. 64. 
ADH. 20.] VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA 711 


there is no fixed rule that these meditations are to be regularly 
included (in the sacrifices). 


Here ends the third section of the third quarter of the Vedanta- 
párijáta-saurabha, an interpretation of the Sariraka-mimamsa texts, 
bv the reverend Nimbarka. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Further, as declared by Scripture itself, there is indeed no fixed 
rule that the meditations based on the subsidiary parts of sacrifices 
are to be regularly included in those sacrifices. The scriptural text: 
“Verily, the Brahmana priest who knows (or meditates) thus protects 
the sacrifice, the sacrificer and all officiating priests” (Chand. 4.7.10), 
designating the protecting of all sacrifices, sacrificers and the rest 
of the knowers by the Bráhmana priest, shows that there is no fixed 
rule about the regular inclusion of meditations.! Hence it is established 
that there is no regular inclusion, in sacrificial acts, of the meditations 
based on their subsidiary parts, like the udgitha and the rest, but 
only optional inclusion, like the milking-vessel.? 


Here ends the section entitled “Of the same nature as the 
bases” (26). 


— 


Here ends the third section of the third quarter of the holy 
Vedànta-kaustubha, a commentary on the Sáriraka-mimàmsà, com- 
posed by the reverend teacher Srinivasa, dwelling under the lotus-fcet 
of the reverend Nimbarka, the founder and teacher of the sect of the 
holy Sanatkumara. 


1 For if meditation were included regularly in all sacrificial acts, then all 
priests would have such a knowledge and so the text would not have 
specially announced that a Bráhmana priest who possesses such a knowledge 
protects others. 

2 See under V.P. 3.3.41. 
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COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sūtra 68 in his commentary. “And because it is seen.’’ 
That is, it is more natural to suppose the eyes to see, the ears to hear 
and so on than to suppose every other member. Hence the conclusion 
is that every member of the body of the Lord is to be meditated on as 
(endowed with its own attributes). 


Résumé 


The third quarter of the third chapter contains: 


(1) 64 sütras and 26 adhikaranas, according to Nimbarka; 
(2) 66 sütras and 36 adhikaranas, according to Samkara; 

(3) 64 sütras and 26 adhikaranas, according to Ramanuja; 
(4) 65 sütras and 34 adhikaranas, according to Bhaskara; 
(B) 64 sütras and 36 adhikaranas, according to Srikantha; 
(6) 68 sütras and 34 adhikaranas, according to Baladeva. 


Samkara breaks each of the sütras 35 and 46 in Nimbarka’s 
commentary into two separate sütras. 

Ramanuja inverts the order of sütras 31 and 32 in Nimbarka’s 
commentary. 

Bhaskara breaks sūtra 46 in Nimbarka’s commentary into two 
separate sütras. 

Srikantha inverts the order of sütras 29-30, and 31-32 in 
Nimbàrka's commentary. 

Baladeva breaks each of sütras 3, 35, 46 and 48 in Nimbarka’s 
commentary into two separate sütras. 


1 G.B. 3.3.68, p. 232, Chap. 3. 


THIRD CHAPTER (Adhyàya) 
FOURTH QUARTER (Pada) 


Adhikarana 1: The section entitled “The end 
of men". (Sütras 1-20) 


SUTRA 1 


“THE END OF MEN (ARISES) FROM THIS, ON ACCOUNT OF SCBIP- 
TURAL STATEMENT, SO BADARAYANA THINKS.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Brahman can be attained through knowledge !, “on account of the 
scriptural statement”, viz.: “The knower of Brahman attains the 
highest" (Tait. 2.12) “so” the reverend * Badaráyana" thinks. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


In the previous quarter, discussions about the non-difference of 
meditations, the consequent combination or non-combination of 
details and so on were undertaken. Now, in this quarter, the problem 
as to whether the end of men arises from knowledge or from action, 
its subsidiary part, and so on is being discussed. 

On the doubt, viz. whether the end of men results from knowledge 
or from action, a subsidiary part of meditation, first (the author) 
begins with the correct conclusion. The end, i.e. the purpose, of men, 
viz. the attainment of Brahman, arises “from this”, i.e. from know- 
ledge. Why? “On account of scriptural statement,” i.e. on account 
of scriptural statements like: “The knower of the self crosses 
over grief" (Chand. 7.1.3), “Verily, he who knows the Supreme 
Brahman becomes Brahman indeed" (Mund. 3.2.9), “The knower 
of Brahman attains the highest" (Tait. 2.1), “ He attains all the worlds" 


1 That is, knowledge leading to meditation, not knowledge in the Samkarite 
sense. 
2 §, R, Bh, Sk. 
( 713 ) 
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(Chand. 8.7.1, 2.3; 8.12.6) !, *I know this great person of the colour 
of the sun, beyond darkness” (Vj.S. 31.18; Svet. 3.8), "Knowing 
him thus one becomes immortal on earth; there is no other way to 
salvation" (Tait. Ar. 3.12 2), “Just as the flowing rivers merge in the 
sea, discarding names and forms, so a knower, freed from name and 
form, attains the celestial Person, higher than the high" (Mund. 
3.2.8), "When the seer sees the Golden-coloured creator, the Lord, 
the Person, the source of Brahma, then the knower, having discarded 
merit and demerit, stainless attains the highest equality" (Mund. 
3.1.3) and so on,—‘“‘so”’ the reverend * Badarayana’”’ thinks. 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


The word “ purugartha’’ does not mean only ‘salvation’ according 
to him, but all the four ends of men, viz. religious merit, wealth, 
enjoyment and salvation. The prima facie view is that meditation 
brings about salvation only and not heaven and the rest. The 
answer is that not only salvation, but all the four end of men arise 
from meditation.3 


PRIMA FACIE VIEW (Sütras 2-7) 
SOTRA 2 


"ON ACCOUNT OF BEING COMPLEMENTARY, (THE STATEMENTS 
ABOUT THE FRUITS) ARE GLORIFICATION OF THE MAN, JUST AS IN 
OTHER CASES, SO JAIMINI (THINKS). ” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


As knowledge effects the purification of the agent who is a subsi- 
diary part of action, it is but a subsidiary part of action, on 
account of the agent “being complementary”’ to action. The scrip- 
tural statement about the fruit is “glorification”, just like the serip- 


RET er ee re AA A ORS AEC ees | o ———— 


1 Correct quotation: ‘‘Sarvaémé ca", vide Chànd., p. 440. 
2 P. 199. 
3 G.B. 3.4.1. 
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tural statement about the fruit, viz. the hearing of non-sinful verses, 
with reference to the objects made of the parna-wood.! 


* Vedanta-kaustubha 


Having thus begun with the correct conclusion of the Upanisads, 
now (the author) is stating the prima facie view. 

Knowledge is a subsidiary part of action. Why? “On account 
of being complementary," i.e. because the self, which to be known, 
stands in a complementary relation to action, in consequence of being 
the agent, i.e. because any effort towards acts having heaven and 
the rest as their ends is possible if there be the knowledge of the 
self as different from the body and the rest on the part of the agent. 
Hence as knowledge effects the purification of the agent, it too is a 
subsidiary element of action?. The scriptural statements about 
the fruit, on the other hand, such as: “‘The knower of the self crosses 
over grief" (Chand. 7.1.3), “The knower of Brahman attains the 
highest” (Tait. 2.1) and so on, may be taken as a “glorification of 
the man", i.e. mere glorification, “just as in other cases", i.e. just as 
iu the case of objects, purification and acts, the scriptural statements 
about the fruit are mere glorifications. 

Thus, with regard to objects, there is the passage: “He whose 
sacrificial ladle is made of the parna-wood does not hear sinful verse" 
(Tait. Sam. 3.5.73); with regard to purification, the passage: ''He 
who anoints his eyes wards off the eye of his enemy”; and with 
regard to acts, the passage: "He who performs the prayàja and the 
anuyaja sacrifices makes, forsooth, an armour for this sacrifice" and 


! The object, viz. the ladle, made of the parna-wood, is a subsidiary part 
of the sacrifice and hence the fruit ascribed to it, viz. the hearing of non-sinful 
verses, subsorves the purpose of the sacrifice, i.e. glorifies it. Similarly, the 
agent, i.e. the sacrificer, is a subsidiary part of sacrifice, and hence the fruit 
ascribed to the knowledge of the self of the sacrificer subserves the sacrifice, 
i.e. glorifies it, but such à knowledge has no independent fruit of its own. 

2 That is, the agent, the sacrificer, cannot undertake the performance of 
sacrifices, leading to heaven and so on, unless he first knows that his soul is 
different from and survives the body, for evidently the body does not go to 
heaven, but the soul only. This knowledge of the real nature of the self as 
distinct from the body, therefore, qualifies the agent for undertaking the per- 
formance of sacrifices and as such is a complementary factor of sacrifices. 

3 P. 311, lines 23-24, vol. 1. 

16 
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so on. It has been said: “The statement about the end attained 
with regard to substance, quality and purification must be glorifica- 
tion, because they subserve the purpose of another" (Pū. Mi. Si. 
1.3.11). Sois the case here too,— “so” the teacher “Jaimini’’ thinks, 


PRIMA FACIE VIEW (continued) 
SÜTRA 3 


“ON ACCOUNT OF THE OBSERVATION OF CONDUCT." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


On account of the conduct of Janaka and others as declared by 
the scriptural text: “Verily, Janaka, the king of Videha, performed 
à sacrifice in which many presents were given ” (Brh. 3.1.12) and so on. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be objected that in accordance with the aphorisms, viz.: 
“Not the other, on account of inappropriateness’’ (Br. Sü. 1.1.17), 
“And on account of the designation of difference” (Br. Si. 1.1.22), 
“And on account of inappropriateness, not the embodied one” (Br. 
Sü. 1.2.3) and so on; in accordance with the scriptural texts, viz.: 
“The eternal among the eternal, the conscious among the conscious, 
the one among the many, who grants desires" (Katha 5.13; Svet. 
6.13), “There are two unborn ones, the knower and the non-knower, 
the lord and the non-lord”’ (Svet. 1.9), “The Lord of matter and 
soul, the controller of qualities, the cause of transmigratory existence, 
salvation, continuance and bondage'' (Svet. 6.16), “He is the cause, 
the lord of the lord of the sense-organs"' (Svet. 6.9), “He who is 
omniscient and all-knowing" (Mund. 1.1.9; 2.2.7) and so on; and in 
accordance with the Smrti-texts, viz.: *'* Because I surpass the perish- 
able and am superior to the imperishable also, I am celebrated in 
world and in the Veda as the highest Person” ’ (Gità 15.18) and so on, 
the Highest Self, different in nature from the individual soul, 


1 P. 487, vol. 1. 2 $, R, Bh, B. 
IÓB 
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has been established as the object to be known. He is not comple- 
mentary to action. Hence the knowledge relating to Him is not a 
subsidiary part of action, — 

(We reply :) On the ground of the indicatory marks mentioned 
by the Vedànta-texts themselves, the Vedànta-texts are concerned 
with the real nature of the agent, different from his body. Those 
indicatory marks are being stated. 

As Janaka and others, possessed of the knowledge of Brahman, 
are said to perform Sacrifices, etc., with knowledge, by scriptural and 
Smrti texts like: “Verily, Janaka, the king of Videha, performed a 
sacrifice in which many presents were given” (Brh. 3.1.1), “For by 
work alone Janaka and others attained to perfection" (Gità 3.20) and 
so on, knowledge is à subsidiary part of action. 


PRIMA FACIE VIEW (continued) 
SÜTRA 4 


“ ON ACCOUNT OF THE SCRIPTURAL STATEMENT ABOUT THAT." ! 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“On account of the scriptural statement” about the subserviency 
of knowledge to action, viz.: “What alone one does with knowledge, 
with faith, with the mystic doctrine, that alone becomes more potent "' 
(Chand. 1.1.10 2). ' 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


“That,” i.e. the fact that knowledge is a subsidiary part of action, 
is indeed reasonable. Why? ‘On account of the scriptural state- 
ment ’’, viz.: "What alone one does with knowledge, with faith and the 
mystic doctrine, that alone becomes more potent” (Chand. 1.1.10). 


Note that while Nimbàrka understands the word "tac chruteh’’ as a 
compound word and explains it as “tasya gruteh”, Srinivasa understands it as 
“Tat áruteh "—two separate words. 

? Ś, R, Bh, Sk, B. 


(sd. 3. 4. 6. 
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PRIMA FACIE VIEW (continued) 
SOTRA 5 


“ON ACCOUNT OF LAYING HOLD OF." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


And because the association of knowledge and work is declared 
by the text: “Knowledge and work lay hold of him” (Brh. 4.4.2 1). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


On account of the scriptural statement about the association of 
knowledge and work too, viz. “Knowledge and work lay hold of him" 
(Chand. 1.1.10), it is known that knowledge is a subsidiary part of 
work. 


PRIMA FACIE VIEW (continued) 
SOTRA 6 


“ON ACCOUNT OF ENJOINMENT (OF WORK) ON THE PART OF ONE 
HAVING THAT (VIZ. KNOWLEDGE).”’ 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


And “on account of the enjoinment" of work? in the passage: 
* Having studied the Veda in the house of a teacher in accordance with 
rules in (the leisure) time left over from doing work for the teacher, 
having returned to his own home, studying his sacred text in some 
clean spot” (Chand. 8.15.1 3). 


Vedanta -kaustubha 


“On account of the enjoinment” of work “on the part of one 
having that", i.e. on the part of one possessed of the knowledge of 


1 Op. cu. 
2 The C.S.S. ed., p. 71, adds “on the part of one possessed of knowledge”’. 
3 $, R, Bh, Sk. 
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all the Vedas, by the scriptural text, viz.: “Having studied the 
Veda in the house of a teacher, according to rules in time left 
over from doing work for the teacher, having returned to his own 
home, studying his sacred text in a clean spot” (Chand. 8.16.1), 
knowledge is a subsidiary part of work. 


PRIMA FACIE VIEW (concluded) 
SUTRA 7 


* AND ON ACCOUNT OF RESTRICTION.” 


. Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 
“ And on account of the restriction," viz.: “Only doing work here, 
let one desire to live a hundred years”, and so on (16a 2) 1. 
Vedanta-kaustubha 


“And on account of the restriction," viz.: "Only doing work 
here, let one desire to live a hundred years. Thus work adheres to 
you, to a man. There is no other way than that” (Īsā 2), knowledge 
is subservient to work alone. 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (Sütras 8-20) 
SÜTRA 8 


“ BUT ON ACCOUNT OF THE TEACHING OF WHAT IS SUPERIOR, 
SUCH (IS THE VIEW) OF BADARAYANA, ON ACCOUNT OF THAT 
BEING SEEN." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


With regard to it, we reply: 
“On account of the teaching" of the Lord of all, the controller 
of all, who is “superior to” the individual soul, the agent, as the object 


1 S, R, Bh, Sk, B. 
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to be known,—the view of the reverend “Badaradyana’’ is that "the 
end of men arises from this" (Br. Su. 3.4.1), “On account of that being 
seen" from the texts: “He is the Lord of all” (Brh. 4.4.22 1), “ Entered 
within, the ruler of men"' (Tait. Ar. 3.11.1, 22), “The ruler of all, 
the controller of all" (Brh. 4.4.22 8), “I ask about that Person taught 
in the Upanisads”’ (Brh. 3.9.26 4), “The word which all the Vedas 
record" (Katha 2.15 5) and so on. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


On this suggestion, (the author) replies: 

The word “but” is for disposing of the prima facie view. The 
view of Jaimini,—that by way of effecting the purification of what 
is complementary to work, viz. the agent, knowledge, obtainable from 
the Upanisads, is a subsidiary part of work,—is not correct. On 
the contrary, "on account of the teaching of what is superior" to the 
individual soul, the agent, possessed of the stated marks, i.e. as the 
Highest Person,—the soul of all, free by nature from all faults, 
an abode of a mass of auspicious qualities, possessed of natural, 
infinite and inauspicious powers, the cause of the world, the Lord of 
matter and soul and the Lord of all,—is taught as the object of 
knowledge, as He alone is established as the object to be known by 
the Vedantas, the end of men arises from knowledge,— “such” is 
the view of the reverend "Badaraàyana". Why? “On account of 
that being seen,” i.e. because texts are found which establish “that”, 
viz. the Highest Self alone, the object to be known, i.e. a multitude 
of texts are found establishing Him, such as: “All this has that for 
its self’? (Chand. 6.8.7, etc.), “Higher than the imperishable, the 
high”? (Mund. 2.1.2), “Free from sins, ageless, deathless, gricfless, 
without hunger, without thirst, having true desires, having true 
resolves" (Chand. 8.7.1, 3), "He who is omniscient, all-knowing” 
(Mund. 1.1.9; 2.2.7), "He consists of infinite auspicious qualities.— 
He is possessed of might, power, lordship and supreme knowledge " 
(V.P. 6.5.84 9), "Supreme is his power, declared to be of various kinds, 
and natural is the operation of his knowledge and might" (Svet. 6.8), 
“He is the cause, the lord of the lord of the sense-organs”’ (Svet. 6.9), 


1 R. 2 P. 181. Not quoted by others. 
3 Op. cit. 4 Op. cit. 
5 Op. cit. 6 P. 837. 
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“The lord of matter and souls" (Svet. 6.16), “The word which all 
the Vedas record" (Katha 2.15), ' "I ask that Person taught in the 
Upanisads’’’ (Brh. 3.9.26), ‘““I am the source of all, everything 
originates from me’’’ (Gita 10.8), ‘ “There is nothing else higher than 
me, O Dhanajfijaya’’’ (Gita 7.7), ‘‘‘And by all the Vedas I alone am 
to be known” ' (Gita 15.15) and so on. 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


He interprets the sütra thus: 
“But on account of the teaching (of vidya as) more than (or 
superior to) (karma)—.”’ 1 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (continued) 
SUTRA 9 


* BUT THE SCRIPTURAL DECLARATION IS EQUAL." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“The scriptural declaration, "—viz.: ‘ “For what purpose shall 
we study, for what purpose shall we perform sacrifices’’’ ? and so 
on,—establishing that knowledge is not a subsidiary part of work, is 
of equal weight. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz.: “On account of conduct being seen" 
(Br. Sa. 3.4.3), knowledge is a subsidiary part of work,—we reply: 

“The scriptural declaration" of the non-performance of works 
by knowers, establishing that knowledge is not a subsidiary part 
of action, is of equal weight, such as: “Knowing this, forsooth, the 
sages descended from Kavasa said: ‘For what purpose shall we study, 
for what purpose shall we perform sacrifices ?'", “Knowing this, 


` 


1 G.B. 3.4.8, pp. 240-241, Chap. 1. 
2 S, R, Bh, Sk, B. 
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indeed, those ancient ones did not perform the Agni-hotra sacrifice” 
(Kaus. 2.51), “Verily, having known that self, the Brahmanas, rising 
above the desires for sons, the desires for wealth,—? live the life of 
mendicants ” (Brh. 3.5.1). Our view is that the performance of works 
without any desire for results, but only with a desire for knowledge, 
is justified. This (the author) will state under the aphorism “And 
reference to all, on account of the scriptural text about sacrifice and 
so on, as in the case of a horse" (Br. Si. 3.4.26). It has been stated 
by the Lord too thus: ‘ “By work also, Janaka and others attained 
perfection ""' (Gità 3.20), and ‘“The knowers should similarly act 
without attachment, desiring the welfare of the world’’’ (Gità 3.25). 
The sense is that if we hold that knowledge is a subsidiary part of 
work, then the scriptural text about the non-performance of work will 
come to be contradicted.? 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (continued) 
SÜTRA 10 


“(THE TEXT QUOTED BY THE prima facie OBJECTOR IS) NON- 
UNIVERSAL. "' 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The scriptural text, viz.: “What alone one does with knowledge ” 
(Chand. 1.1.10 4) is not concerned with all sorts of knowledge. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz.: “On account of the scriptural statement 
of that" (Br. Si. 3.4.4), we reply: 


1 For correct quotation see Kaug., p. 114. 

? ' Desires for worlds.’ 

3 I.e. if we hold that knowledge is not a subsidiary part of work, then those 
texts which do enjoin the performance of works on the part of knowers may very 
well be explained as enjoining the performance of works in a purely disinterested 
spirit with a view to the attainment of knowledge. But if we hold that know- 
ledge is a subsidiary part of work, then those scriptural texts which enjoin the 
non-performance of action cannot be explained in any way. 

4 S, R, Sk, Bh, B. 
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? 


The scriptural text: “What alone one does with knowledge’ 
(Chand. 1.1.10), referring to the udgitha alone, is ‘‘non-universal’’, 
i.e. is not concerned with all sorts of knowledge. 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (continued) 
SÜTRA 11 


‘THE DIVISION (IS) AS IN THE CASE OF A HUNDRED." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


In the text: “Knowledge and work lay hold of him ” (Brh. 4.4.2 1), 
“the division ” is to be known just like the division of a hundred (coins) 
for the sake of a two-fold fruit. 


Vedànta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz.: “On account of laying hold of” (Br. 
Si. 3.4.5), we reply: ' 

In the text: “Knowledge and work lay hold of him” (Brh. 4.4.2), 
a “division” is to be known, viz. knowledge lays hold of him for 
bringing about its own special result and work for its own special 
result, “as in the case of a hundred”. That is, just as when for the 
accomplishment of two purposes it is said: 'give him a hundred 
(coins)', these are divided and fifty are given for one purpose, fifty 
for the other,—so is the case here. 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (continued) 
SÜTRA 12 


“ON THE PART OF ONE WHO HAS ONLY READ THE VEDA.” 


Vedanta -parijata-saurabha 


In the text: “Having studied the Veda in the house of a preceptor ’”’ 
(Chand. 8.15.1 2), work is enjoined “on the part of one who has only 
read the Veda ". 


1 Op. cit. 2 $, R, Sk. 


[st. 3. 4. 13. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. “On account of the enjoinment on the part 
of one having that” (Br. Si. 3.4.6), we reply: 

In the text: '' Having studied the Veda in the house of a pre- 
ceptor” (Chand. 8.15.1), work is enjoined “on the part of one who has 
only read” the Veda, but not on the part of one who possesses know- 
ledge, so knowledge cannot be taken to be a subsidiary part of 
work. Though one who has not studied the Pürva-tantra ! may, in 
accordance with the injunction about the Vedic study, viz. “Let one 
study the Veda’’, labour with great care to master the Veda, and 
though he may attain a little knowledge, yet since he lacks the know- 
ledge of the real nature of religious duties and the method of perform- 
ing them, demonstrated in the Pürva-tantra, he, as dependent on 
that tantra, comes to have a reading knowledge only of the Veda, but 
does not know the meaning thereof. The meaning of the Veda, on the 
other hand, according to the author of the Pürva-tantra, is attainable 
through an investigation into that tantra. But, in our view, even one 
who after studying the Veda, has come to know the mystery of reli- 
gious duties and even one who knows everything in a general way, is 
said to have only read the Veda, since he has not investigated into the 
Vedanta, designating Brahman, the primary meaning of all the Vedas. 
Work is enjoined in that text on the part of such a one, but not on the 
part of a knower,—such is the view of the reverend author of the 
aphorisms. 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (continued) 
SÜTRA 13 


" NoT (SO), ON ACCOUNT OF NON-SPECIFICATION. "' 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


And also because the text about restriction does not necessarily 
refer to the knower. 


1 T.e. the Purva-mimamsa. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection: “On account of restriction" (Br. Sa. 3.4.7), 
we reply; 

It cannot be said on the ground of the text: “Only doing work 
here” (Īsā 2) that knowledge is a subsidiary part of work. Why? 
“On account of non-specification," i.e. because the text contains no 
specification, viz.: 'knowers doing work’ and so on. 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (continued) 
SÜTRA 14 


* OR THE PERMISSION (OF WORK) 1S FOR THE PURPOSE OF EULOGY.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The allowing of work to one who knows, viz. “only doing work 
here" (Īsā 2), is “for the purpose of eulogizing" knowledge. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. Since the text begins with knowledge thus: 
“By the Lord all this is to be enveloped. Whatever is moving in this 
moving world, having that renounced, enjoy. Do not covet the 
wealth of any one ” (Īsā 1), it is ascertained that it is specially concerned 
with the knower,—(the author) says: 

“The permission," i.e. allowing of, work to a knower is “for the 
purpose of eulogizing" knowledge. "Though doing work so long as he 
lives, a knower is not touched by karmas,—thus there is an eulogy of 
knowledge here, in accordance with the concluding text: “Thus, 
work adheres not to you, to a man, there is no other way than that" 
(Īsā 2), as well as in accordance with the statement by the Lord: 
* "Though ever doing all works, one who has resorted to me, attains 
the eternal and immutable place through my grace’’’ (Gita 18.56), 
‘“ He who thus knows me is not bound by works’’’ (Gita 4.14) and so 


On. 


[s0. 3. 4. 15. 
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CORRECT CONCLUSION (continued) 
SOTRA 15 


"AND SOME (BRANCHES DESIGNATE THAT KNOWERS GIVE UP 
WORK) ACCORDING TO VOLUNTARY PROCEDURE." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


For this very reason, “some” designate the voluntary giving 
up of the life of a house-holder by the knowers thus: ‘‘‘ What shall we 
do with progeny, we whose is this soul, this world ? ”’ (Brh. 4.4.22 1). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


“Some,” i.e. the members of one branch, record the giving up 
by the knowers of progeny and the rest, involving the performance of 
action, "according to voluntary procedure”, i.e. voluntarily indeed, 
thus: “Knowing this, forsooth, those ancient ones did not wish for 
progeny”, ‘“‘What shall we do with progeny, we whose is this soul, 
this world?”’ (Brh. 4.4.22). The sense is that such a giving up of 
the life of a house-holder fits in if knowledge be not complementary 
to work, but not if it be so. 


N 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


He begins a new adhikarana here (eleven sütras), concerned with 
the power of vidya. He substitutes “Va” in place of "Ca". Hence 
the sūtra means: ‘Or some (hold that a knower of Brahman may act) 
according to (his) liking". That is, such great is the glory of vidya 
that one who has attained vidyà may act just as he likes, or omit to. 
act yet be not subject to consequences, good or bad ?. 


| 


. 3.4.15, p. 250, Chap. 3. 


[sC. 3. 4. 16. 
ADH. 1.] VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA 727 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (continued) 
SOTRA 16 


“AND (THERE IS) THE DESTRUCTION (OF WORK BY KNOWLEDGE).”’ 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


For this very reason texts declare “the destruction” of work by 
knowledge, thus “And his works perish, when he who is high and low 
is seen" (Mund. 2.2.8 1). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


) 


* And" texts record “the destruction" of work,—the cause of 
the three kinds of miseries, and consisting in good and bad deeds,— 
by knowledge, thus: “The knot of the heart is broken, all doubts are 
cut off and all his works perish, when he who is high and low is seen" 
(Mund. 2.2.8) and so on. There are statements by the Lord too, 
viz. ‘‘‘Him whose works are burnt off by knowledge the wise call a 
knower’”’’ (Gita 4.19), ‘“‘The fire of knowledge reduces all works to 
ashes, O Arjuna! "" (Gita 4.3.7). 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


Interpretation same, but he is of the opinion that even prárabdha- 
karmas may be destroyed by vidyà.? 


1 §, R, Bh, Sk, B. 

2 G.B. 3.4.17, pp. 251-252, Chap. 3. “Yadyapi sarvani karmani 
nirdagdhum vidya samartha tathàpi tat-sampradaya-pracérarthaeévarec chaiva 
dehárambhakam karma na nirdahati.”’ 


[sO. 3. 4. 17. 
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CORRECT CONCLUSION (continued) 
SOTRA 17 


" AND (KNOWLEDGE ARISES) IN ONE WHO IS CHASTE FOR (SUCH 
A STAGE OF LIFE IS DECLARED) IN SCRIPTURAL TEXT." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“ And” because knowledge is found to arise in those stages of life 
which are given to chastity, its independence is definitely ascertained. 
These (stages) are found in the scriptural text: “There are three 
branches of religious duty’’ (Chand. 2.23.1 1). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Scripture declares that knowledge of Brahman arises even in those 
stages of life which are given to chastity, 1.e. in which the duties 
of a house-holder are absent; and Scripture does not mention 
works, like Agni-hotra and the rest in them. This also proves that 
knowledge is something independent. 

To the objection, viz. The text: ' As long as he lives”? contains 
a reference to works like Agni-hotra and the rest. Like these, those 
stages of life are not mentioned in the Veda,—we reply: “Because 
in scriptural text”. Those stages of life are mentioned “in scriptural 
toxt'', i.e. in the Veda, in passages like: “There are three branches of 
religious duty” (Chand. 2.23.1), “And those who meditate on faith 
and austerity in the forest” (Chand. 5.10.1), “Wishing for the world 
alone the mendicants wander forth” (Brh. 4.4.22). Hence there are 
indeed such stages of life. The scriptural text: “He performs the 
Agni-hotra sacrifice as long as he lives"', on the other hand, refers to 
those who are attached to wordly life. 


—— —— 


1 $, R, Bh, Sk. 
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OPPONENT'S VIEW (Sütra 18) 
SÜTRA 18 


“(THERE IS ONLY) A REFERENCE (TO THOSE STAGES OF LIFE), 
JAIMINI (THINKS SO), ON ACCOUNT OF THERE BEING NO INJUNC- 
TION, FOR (SCRIPTURE) CONDEMNS (SUCH STAGES OF LIFE). 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


In the text: “There are three branches of religious duty " (Chand. 
2.23.11), there is only a re-mention of those stages of life, in view of 
the fact that there is no injunctive word there. Also as the text: 
“He who extinguishes the gods” (Tait. Sam. 1.5.22) contains a 
condemnation of other stages of life, such stages are not to be 
adopted,—such is the view of 'Jaimini". 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The statement that such stages of life are mentioned in scriptural 
texts and hence they exist,—is not justifiable, since when the section 
concerned with the injunction about the worship of the Saman 8 
has been fully expounded, Scripture, changing the subject, makes 
“a reference", i.e. a re-mention simply, in the text: “There are three 
branches of religious duty” (Chand. 2.23.1), of those stages of life 
which are celebrated in Smrti, with a view to eulogizing a separate 
meditation on Brahman as the pranava, that being the subject of 
discussion; but does not enjoin them. Why? "On account of the 
absence of any injunctive text." And, scriptural texts like: “He who 
extinguishes the fire is the slayer of the hero among the gods” (Tait. 
Sam. 1.5.2), “After having brought an acceptable gift to the teacher 
do not cut off the line of progeny” (Tait. 1.11), “He who is childless 
does not possess the world” (Ait. Br. 33.1 4) and so on, "condemn" 
other stages of life. Hence the stage of a house-holder is to be adopted 
and not other stages,—so the teacher “Jaimini”’ thinks. 


1 $, R, Bh, Sk. 

2 P. 57, lines 5-6, vol. 1. S, R, Bh, Sk. 
" Vide Chand. 2.22. 

4 P. 838, Ánandüérama sans. series ed. 


[sC. 3. 4. 19. 
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COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhàskara 


They read. *acodana'"' in place of “‘acodanat’’,! and begin a new 
adhikarana. Interpretation same. 


Srikantha 


He too begins a new adhikarana here. Interpretation same. 


Baladeva 


He too reads “acodana”’ and interprets this sūtra differently 
thus: “(There is a favourable) reference (to works in Scripture), 
Jaimini (thinks so), (there is) no injunction (with regard to the giving 
up of works), because (Scripture) condemns (such a giving up of 
works)". That is, here the opponent objects to the view that a knower 
may or may not act at will? by pointing out that even a knower 
cannot give up all works. All that he is at liberty to do is to perform 
the obligatory duties at any time he likes unlike ordinary men who 
must do them at the fixed time only,—but cannot altogether omit 
them.? 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (continued) 
SÜTRA 19 


"(THEY ARE) TO BE ADOPTED, BADARAYANA (THINKS SO), ON 
ACCOUNT OF THE SCRIPTURAL MENTION OF EQUALITY.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Since in the text concerned with explanatory re-mention, * the 
other stage of life is mentioned as equal to the stage of a house- 


1 S.B. 3.4.18, p. 863; Bh. B. 3.4.18, p. 204. 
2 Vide G.B. 3.4.15. 

3 G.B. 3.4.18, pp. 254-255, Chap. 3. 

* Viz. Chànd. 2.23.1. 
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holder, the former “is to be adopted ’’,—so the reverend “ Badarayana”’ 
thinks. 

Vedanta-kaustubha 


The other stage of life “is to be adopted’’,—so the reverend 
“‘Badarayana”’ thinks. Why? “On account of the scriptural 
mention of equality,” i.e. because the other stage of life is mentioned 
in Scripture as equal to the stage of a house-holder. Thus, in the 
text: “There are three branches of knowledge, sacrifice, study and 
charity are the first; austerity alone is the second; a student of sacred 
knowledge dwelling in the house of a preceptor is the third" (Chand. 
2.23.1) there is an equal inclusion of all the stages of life. Among 
these, the stage of à house-holder is indicated by the words 'sacrifice, 
study’ and soon. .The stage of a religious student is referred to by that 
very word. The stages of a hermit in the forest ! and of an ascetic ? 
are referred to by the word 'austerity '. 

If those who belong to these stages of life devote themselves to 
the duties incumbent thereon desiring for enjoyment, then they come 
to attain a world leading to return, in accordance with the scriptural 
text: "All these become possessors of meritorious worlds" (Chand. 
2.23.1). But one who knows the truth about the Lord, who is desirous 
of salvation, who is favoured by the Lord and who is devoted to Him, 
attains His nature. The concluding text: “One who stands on Brah- 
man attains immortality”? (Chand. 2.23.1) intimates this, in conformity 


with the statement by the Lord: ‘‘‘ Among thousands of men, scarce 
one strives for perfection; even among the perfected ones who Strive, 
scarce one knows me in truth” °’ (Gita 7.3), ‘‘‘ The worlds up to the 


world of, Brahma come and go, O Arjuna! But on attaining me, O 
son of Kunti, there is no more rebirth ” ' (Gita 8.16). 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


Here he replies to the opponent thus: “(The obligatory duties) 
are to be performed, Bàdar&yana (thinks so) on account of the 
scriptural mention of equality". That is, à knower of Brahman may 
perform the obligatory duties partially just as he likes, but is not 


—————— M e aa — a rm aa — ne - . =e sma . ama s omm o 


1 Vāna-prastha. 2 Sannyasa. 
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required to perform them exhaustively, like ordinary men. Scripture 
states that such a partial performance by a knower is equal to a full 
performance by ordinary men.! 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (end) 
SUTRA 20 


' OR, (THERE IS) AN INJUNOTION, AS IN THE CASE OF HOLDING.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


There is indeed “an injunction". Just as with regard to the 
enjoined Agni-hotra, it is said in Scripture: “Let him follow holding 
the sacrificial faggot below (the ladle). He holds it above for the 
gods” (Ap. S.S. 9.11.8-9 2), —in this text 3 the holding above (of the 
faggot) by separating (it) is enjoined, since it is something new (not 
enjoined anywhere)—so is the case here. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Having thus pointed out that even if we hold that there is (only) 
a re-mention (of those stages of life and not injunction), still then 
the other stage of life may be proved to exist, (the author now) points 
out that in this text there is indeed an injunction with regard to them 
and not a re-mention. 

The word “or” implies emphasis. In the stated text there is 
indeed ''an injunction" with regard to those stages of life. Appre- 
hending the objection that the text will cease to be a coherent and un- 
broken whole if it be admitted that in one and the same text there is 
an injunction with regard to many stages of life,—(the author) says: 
" As in the case of holding". Just as with regard to the enjoined 
Agni-hotra it is declared by Scripture: “Let him follow holding the 


1 G.B. 3.4.19, p. 255-256, Chap. 3. 
2 P. 157, vol. 2. The texts read, “‘Adastét samidham dhàrayan daksinena 
vihàram udravati" (8). ‘‘Upari devebhya dharayati iti vijfiàyate" (9). S, R, 
Bh, 8k. 

3 Other editions read ‘‘vakyam’”’ instead of ''vàkye ”. 
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sacrificial faggot below (the ladle). He holds it above for the gods"' 
(Ap. S.S. 9.11.8-9)—here though occurring in the same sentence 
with the holding of the faggot below the ladle, the holding of the 
faggot, by séparating it, over the clarified butter placed in a ladle is 
enjoined because of being something new (not enjoined before) ,1— 
so here too. It has been said in the section treating of what is com- 
plimentary (action): ‘‘ But (there is) an injunction with regard to the 
holding, on account of being something new" (Pa. Mi. Si. 3.4.3 2). 
Although with regard to this stage of life, there is an injunction cele- 
brated in a text of the Jàbàla, viz. “Having completed the life of a 
religious student, let one become a house-holder. Having become a 
house-holder, let one become a dweller in the forest. Having become 
a dweller in the forest, let one wander forth. Or else, let one wander 
forth from the very life of a religious student, or from the house, or 
from the forest. The day one gets indifferent to the world, let him 
wander forth on that very day" (Jábàla 4),—yet it is shown by his 
Holiness that the other stage of life occurs in other texts as well 
irrespective of that,—this is to be understood here. The texts, viz. 
"He who extinguishes the fire is the slayer of the hero of the gods" 
(Tait. Sam. 1.5.2). “After having brought an acceptable gift for the 
teacher, let him not cut off the line of progeny” (Tait. I. IT), “One who 
is childless does not possess the world” (Ait. Br. 33.1) and so on, are 
concerned with people hankering after enjoyment. Hence it is 
established that the end of men arises from knowledge. 


Here ends the section entitled “The end of Men ” (1). 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


He continues here the same topic, viz. whether a knower of Brah- 
mah must work or not. Hence the sūtra: “Or (the text designating 


—————Ó—— ——Ó—————————— reme 


1 Le. the above passage may be conceived as a coherent and unbroken 
whole if we take it to be referring to one thing only, viz. the holding of the faggot 
below. Nevertheless, we conceive it as enjoining the holding of the faggot above 
too, since this latter is not enjoined anywhere else. 

2 The sūtra really reads: '*Vidhistu apürvatvàt syàt ". 
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that a knower of Brahman may perform his duties in any way is) an 
injunction, like the holding (i.e. studying)”. That is, the above text 
is an injunction with reference to the parinistha devotees, allowing 
them to act according to their will, just like the injunction, viz. that a 
Bràhmana is to be initiated in order that he may study the Veda.! 


Adhikarana 2: The section entitled “A Mere 
Eulogy". (Sütras 21-22) 


SÜTRA 21 


“IF IT BE OBJECTED THAT (THE TEXTS ABOUT THE BEST ESSENCE 
AND THE LIKE ARE MERE EULOGY, ON ACCOUNT OF TAKING (THEM 
AS CONNECTED WITH PARTS OF SACRIFICES,) (THEN WE REPLY :) 
NO, ON ACCOUNT OF BEING NEW.” 


Vedànta-parijata-saurabha 


If it be objected that texts like: “This is the best essence 
among the essences" (Chand. 1.1.32) and so on, are “mere eulogy " 
of udgitha and the rest, the subsidiary parts of sacrificial acts, since 
the best essence and the rest are taken as related to them,—(we reply :) 
“No”. This being not established before, here there is an injunction 
with regard to the udgitha and the rest to be looked upon as the best 
essence. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been established above that since in the text: “There are 
three branches” (Chand. 2.2.3, 1) and so on, the other stage of life is 
mentioned as equal to the stage of a house-holder, the former is to 
be adopted. Similarly, as the groups of texts about the best essence 
are similar to the texts about the sacrificial ladle the sun and so on 
which relate to the subsidiary parts of sacrificial acts, the former too 
are subsidiary parts of such acts,—apprehending this objection, (the 
author) is now disposing of it. 


1 G.B. 3.4.20, p. 257, Chap. 3. 
2 $, R, Bh, Sk. 


. m A ——————Y 1a i nii NS TAE ns um TE ee EN aar ARNESON MAPA a ES OEE 


(st. 3. 4. 21. 
ADH. 2.] VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA 735 


Under the udgitha-meditation and the like, the following are 
mentioned by Scripture: “This is the best essence among the essences, 
the supreme and the highest place, the eighth,—the udgitha”’ (Chand. 
1.1.3), "The Ric is this earth indeed, the Siman the fire" (Chand. 
1.6.1), “Verily, this world is the piled up fire” (Sat. Br. 10.5.4, 1 2), 
“This earth forsooth, is the hymn" (Ait. Ar. 2.1.22) and so on. Here 
the doubt is, viz. whether the texts about the best essence and so 
on are concerned simply with an eulogy of the udgitha and the rest 
which are subsidiary parts of sacrifices, or whether they enjoin the 
udgitha and the rest to be looked upon as the best essence and so on. 
With regard to this, (the author) states the prima facie view: “If 
it be objected: mere eulogy, on account of taking ". That is, they are 
concerned simply with eulogy. Why? “On account of taking," 
i.e. as the groups of texts about the best essence and so on are similar 
to the texts eulogizing the subsidiary parts of sacrificial parts, such as: 
“This earth indeed in the sacrificial ladle, the sun the tortoise, the 
heavenly world the &áhavaniya-fire ", and so on, they must be taken 
as concerned with the glorification of udgitha and the rest which are 
subordinate members. of sacrificial acts. 

To this we say: “No.” This cannot be said. Why? “On 
account of being something new," i.e. because the udgitha and the 
rest are not established as the best of essence by any other means or 
proof. The injunction refers to the udgitha and the rest to be looked 
upon as the best essence and so on, it being unreasonble to take a 
text to be concerned with the glorification of the udgitha and the rest, 
enjoined in a different place, when it is possible to interpret it in relation 
toits own context. 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


He does not begin & new adhikarana here, but continues the 
topic of the previous section, viz. that & knower of Brahman is at 
liberty to act at will. Hence the sütra: “If it be said that (the texts 
allowing a knower to act at will are) mere glorification, on account of 
(their) reference (to works), (we reply:) No, on account of being 


1 P. 798, line 17. 
2 P. 101. 
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something new ". That is, that a knower is at liberty to act at will is 
not enjoined before, and it is enjoined in the above texts.! 


SÜTRA 22 


" AND ON ACCOUNT OF TEXTS (INDICATIVE OF) THE EXISTENCE (OF 
INJUNCTION)." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“ And” on account of the injunctive “text”, viz. “Let one medi- 
tate on the udgitha"' (Chand. 1.1.12). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


“And” on account of injunctive “texts” like: “Let one meditate 
on the udgitha" (Chand. 1.1.1), “Let one meditate on the sáman"' 
(Chand. 2.2.1) and so on, it is established that the quoted texts enjoin 
the udgitha and the rest to be viewed (i.e. meditated on) as the best 
essence and so on. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘Mere Eulogy ” (2). 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


Here he concludes the topic that a knower may perform actions at 
will. Thus the sūtra: “And on account of texts (indicative of) in- 
tense love". That is, the parinistha devotee is so absorbed in love 
and devotion for the Lord that he has no time for performing ordinary 
works.3 


1 G.B. 3.4.21, pp. 257-258, Chap. 3. 
2 $, R, Bh, Sk. 
3 G.B. 3.4.22, pp. 258-259, Chap. 3. 
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Adhikarana 3: The section entitled “The 
legends recited at the Aáva-medha". (Sütras 
23-24) 


SOTRA 23 


“IF IT BE SAID THAT (THE SCRIPTURAL STORIES) ARE MEANT TO 
BE RECITED AT THE ASVA-MEDHA, (WE REPLY:) NO, ON ACCOUNT 
OF BEING SPECIFIED." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


It is not to be thought that the scriptural stories in the Vedantas 
are meant to be recited at the A$va-medha sacrifice,1—since only 
some are specified (to be so) by texts, beginning: “He is to tell 
the legends recited at the Aáva-medha"' and continuing: “Manu, 
Vivasvat's son, the King” (Sat. Br. 13.4.3, 3 ?) and so on. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Apprehending the objection that the texts about the best essence 
are concerned with something else, it has been shown that they relate 
to meditation (and not to action). Similarly, apprehending the 
objection that the texts dealing with particular stories are concerned 
with something else, (the author) shows that they (too) relate to 
meditation. 

In the different Vedantas, there are many texts relating stories, 
such as: “Forsooth, Pratardana, the son of Divodàsa, went to the 
favourite place of Indra" (Kaus. 3.1), “Now, there was Jànaéruti, 
the great-grandson (of Janaéruti) a pious giver, a liberal donor, a 
preparer of much food" (Chand. 4.1.1), “Now, there was Svetaketu, 
the son of Aruna” (Chand. 6.1.1), “Yajiiavalkya had two wives, 
Maitreyi and Kátyàyani" (Brh. 4.5.1) and so on. Here the doubt 
is, viz. whether they are meant to be recited at the A$va-medha 
sacrifice, or whether they subserve the injunction of meditation. 
What is reasonable to begin with? —''If it be said that they are meant 
to be recited at the ASva-medha, (we reply) no." Why? “On 


1 A páriplava is a legend to be recited at the A$va-medha sacrifice and 
repeated at certain intervals throughout the year. 
2 Š, R, Bh, Sk, B. i 
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account of being specified," i.e. in the text beginning: “He is to tell 
the legends recited at the Aéva-medha’’ and continuing: ‘Manu, 
Vivasvat's son, the King" (Sat. Br. 13.4.3, 3) and so on, certain texts 
alone are specified as those to be recited at the Aáva-medha. 


COMPARISON 
Bhaskara 


He takes this sütra and the next as constituting a single sütra, 
and reads “pariplavartha”’ instead of ‘“pariplavartha”’ 1. 


SÜTRA 24 


‘“ AND THIS BEING SO, ON ACCOUNT OF THE CONNECTION (OF THESE 
STORIES WITH MEDITATION) AS FORMING PART OF A COHERENT 
WHOLE.” 


Vedānta-pārijāta-saurabha 


This being so, on account of the connection” of other (stories) 
with injunction, —such as: “Should be seen" (Brh. 2.4.5; 4.5.62) 
and so on—“‘as forming part of a coherent whole”, they subserve the 
purpose of meditation. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


“ And this being so,” i.e. all the scriptural stories being not legends 
to be recited at the Aáva-medha, only some being so, these former 
scriptural stories subserve the end of the injunction of meditation, 
“on account of their connection" with injunctions like “O, the self 
should be seen”’ (Brh. 2.4.5; 4.5.6) and so on, “as forming part of a 
coherent whole". Hence it is established that the scriptural stories 
subserve the purpose of the injunction of meditation. 


Here ends the section entitled “The legends recited at the 
Agsva-medha”’ (3). 


1 Bh. B. 3.4.23, p. 207. 2 S, R, Bh, B. 
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Adhikarana 4: The section entitled “The 
kindling of fire". (Sütra 25) 


SÜTRA 25 


"AND FOR THIS VERY REASON, (IN THE CASE OF THOSE WHO 
OBSERVE CHASTITY, KNOWLEDGE IS) INDEPENDENT OF THE KIN- 
DLING OF FIRE AND SO ON." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


In accordance with the scriptural text: “One who is devoted to 
Brahman goes to immortality”? (Chand. 2.23.11), in the case of those 
who are bound by chastity, knowledge is “independent of the kindling 
of fire and so on”. ; 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been stated above that the stages belonging to one bound 
by chastity are mentioned in Scripture. Immediately after that, 
two more points ? were considered by reason of their association with 
what has been shown. Now, on the doubt, viz. whether by reason 
of the absence of acts like sacrifices and so on which are subsidiary 
parts of knowledge, knowledge too, the whole, is possible in those 
Stages or not: and on the suggestion that it is not possible, but is 
possible in the stage of a house-hoider, involving the knowledge of 
sacrifices and so on,—(the author) states the correct conclusion. 

From the scriptural texts, such as: “Desiring which people live 
the life of religious studentship that word I declare to you in brief" 
(Katha 2.15), ‘Desiring this world alone mendicants wander forth "' 
(Brh. 4.4.22), “One who stands firm on Brahman attains immortality '' 
(Chand. 2.23.2), * And those who meditate on faith and austerity in 
the forest” (Chand. 5.10.1) and so on, they (viz. those who are bound 
by chastity) are known to have knowledge. “And for this very 
reason,” it is definitely ascertained that in their case knowledge is 
*independent of the kindling of fire and so on"', i.e. independent 


—Q Me; tmm e NE RN MÀ MÀ MM —— e 
Sl oe carcass 


1 Correct quotation, ‘‘Brahma-samsthaé’”’. C.U., p. 656. 
2 Viz. that the (a) udgitha texts and (b) the scriptural] stories subserve the 
purpose of meditation. 
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of the sacrificial acts to be accomplished by placing the fire on the 
sacrificial fire-place, i.e. is brought about by the proper duties, in- 
cumbent on their own stage of life, such as hearing, thinking, medita- 
ting and so on. During the stage of a house-holder there being a 
variety of unavoidable worldly and scriptural duties, the full develop- 
ment of knowledge, the means to the highest end of men, is not possible ; 
and hence the intentional giving up of the life of a house-holder for 
the sake of that (viz. knowledge) is known from Scripture itself. 
Therefore, it is established that in the case of those who are bound 
by chastity, knowledge is all the more possible. 


Here ends the section entitled “The kindling of fire” (4). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


While Nimbarka holds that knowledge is independent of works 
only in the case of those who are bound by chastity, Samkara is of the 
opinion that this is so in all cases, and does not speak here especially 
of those only who observe chastity. Accordingly he, interprets the 
phrase “ata eva" as “because the highest end of men arises from 
knowledge” (established Br. Si. 3.4.1 1). 


Baladeva 


He also does not speak here of those alone who are bound by 
chastity. Hence the sütra: “For this very reason, (i.e. because vidya 
is independent of karma, it) does not depend on the kindling of fire 
and the like, (for manifesting its fruit)". That is, there is no necessity 
for a combination of vidya and karma for leading to salvation, but 
vidya alone is sufficient .? 


1 §.B. 3.4.25, p. 874. 
? Q.B. 3.4.25. 
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Adhikarana 5: The section entitled "Depend- 
enceon all". (Sütra 26) 


SÜTRA 26 


"AND DEPENDENCE ON ALL, IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE SCRIP- 

TURAL TEXT ABOUT SACRIFICE AND SO ON, AS IN THE CASE OF A 

HORSE." 

Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 

In accordance with the scriptural text: “Him the Bráhmanas 
desire to know by the recitation of the Veda, by sacrifice ” (Brh. 4.4.2 1), 
knowledge depends for its own origination on all the works which are 
the means, as one depends on a horse for going. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Knowledge being established to be the means to the highest end 
of men, it might be thought that all works are to be given up. 
Apprehending this objection, (the author) is now exhibiting their use 
for producing the desire to know. 

On the doubt, viz. If the highest end of men arises through 
knowledge alone, then is it independent of all duties incumbent on the 
stages of life or dependent ?—if it be suggested that the desired end 
being accomplished through it (viz. knowledge) alone, what is the 
use of works? Hence it is independent of all,— 

We reply: “ Dependence on all”. 

The compound “dependence on all" ('sarvàpeksà") is to be 
explained as follows: That which depends, for its origin, on all the 
duties, incumbent on the stages of life, i.e. the subsidiary parts (of 
knowledge), which are performed by those who are desirous of salva- 
tion and aim at knowledge. But when it has originated, it does not 
depend on anything for bringing about the highest end of men. Why ? 
“In accordance with the scriptural text about sacrifice and the rest," 
viz. “Him the Brahmanas desire to know by the recitation of the 
Veda, by sacrifice, by charity, by austerity, by fasting" (Brh. 4.4.22). 
The word ‘Vividiganti’ is to be explained as: They ‘desire to know’ 
by sacrifices and the rest. Here, if the primacy of the meaning of the 
suffix be admitted, then sacrifices and the rest are to be regarded as 
subsidiary parts of knowledge by way of (producing) a desire (for 


1 S, R, Bh, Sk, B. 


[sC. 3. 4. 26. 
742 VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA ADH. 5.] 


knowledge), (i.e. indirectly). If the primacy of the meaning of the 
root be admitted, then sacrifices and the rest are to be regarded as 
the subsidiary parts of so desired knowledge directly.! 

A parallel instance is cited: “As in case of a horse". A horse 
is needed for accomplishing a journey to a desired place; but when 
the journey is accomplished, it is no longer needed—so is the case 
here.2 It has been said by the Lord as well: ‘ “ The acts of sacrifice, 
charity and austerity are not to be given up, but are to be performed. 
Sacrifice, charity and austerity are the purifiers of the wise"'' (Gita 
18.8), ‘“‘From whom proceeds the activity of all beings, by whom 
all this is pervaded, by worshipping Him with his own work, a man 
attains perfection” ’ (Gita 18.46). Thus it is established that know- 
ledge,—having the form of worship, meditation, highest devotion, 
steady remembrance and so on; the destroyer of all evil; the special 
cause of the attainment of the nature of the Highest Person, denoted 
by the terms ‘Highest Brahman’ and so on; and attainable through 
His grace,—arises, through the grace of Scripture and the spiritual 
teacher, from the proper performance of the daily and occasional 
duties, incumbent on one’s own stage of life, and constituting the 
means to the worship of Lord Vasudeva. 


Here ends the section entitled “Dependence on all” (5). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


The example ''a$va-vat' interpreted differently. He points 
out that knowledge is dependent on work in the sense that work 
gives rise to it; and independent of work in the sense that once gene- 
rated, it does not depend on work for bringing about its result, viz. 
salvation. Hence there is no contradiction in saying that knowledge 
is independent of work (as done in the previous sütra) and dependent 
on it (as done in this sütra). In this world everything has its own 
particular use. A horse, e.g. is of no use for drawing the plough, 
but is of use for drawing the chariot only. Similarly, works are of 


(Reo Citar rm e is ERE TE E EAE m mem uum Um iiri 


1 See Br. Sa. 1.1.4, pp. 37-38. 


2 I.e. Karma is needed for the rise of vidya; but when vidyà has once 
originated, it is no longer needed. 


a caetera: im uo en m 
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no use in bringing about the result of knowledge, but are of use only 
for giving rise to it.! 


Rāmānuja and Srikantha 


They too interpret the example “aśva-vat” differently thus: 
Just as a horse, though the real means of going, depends on some other 
assisting factors, viz. saddle, attendants, grooming and the like, so 
knowledge, though the real means to salvation, depends on the co- 
operation of works.? 

Bhaskara 


This is sutra 25 in his commentary. Interpretation different. 
In direct contrast to Nimbarka, he points out that Karma is not the 
cause of the origin of knowledge 3, but its essential part bringing 
about salvation. Thus, here he stresses his doctrine of the combina- 
tion of knowledge and work. He interprets the example “asva-vat” 
thus: “Just as a horse is fit for carrying a man, but not for drawing 
a plough, so knowledge, combined with work, is fit for leading to 
salvation, and not mere knowledge’’.4 


Adhikarana 6: The section entitled ‘“Calm- 
ness, self-control and so on”. (Sütra 27) 


SOTRA 27 


* BuT STILL (THE SEEKER AFTER THE KNOWLEDGE OF BRAH- 
MAN) MUST BE ENDOWED WITH CALMNESS, SELF-CONTROL AND 
SO ON; SINCE, ON ACCOUNT OF THE INJUNCTION OF THESE 
AS THE SUBSIDIARY PARTS OF THAT (VIZ. KNOWLEDGE), THEY 
ARE TO BE PRACTISED NECESSARILY." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Although in the case of one who desires to know Brahman, 
snomiedee may i pronent about through the proper performance 


— m ——— — M —— m a M CL RNR 
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1 $.B. 3.4.26, pp. 875. 876. 

2 Sri. B. 3.4.26, p. 376, Part 2; SK. B. 3.4.26, p. 398, Parts 10 and 11. 

3 “Na ca jfiàna-svarüpotpatteu karma vyapriyate; sravanamananadi 
tad-utpatti-kárapam. 

4 Bh. B. 3.2.25 (written as 3.2.26), p. 210. 
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of the duties incumbent on his own stage of life, yet he “must be 
endowed with calmness, self-control and so on’’; since, ‘on account 
of the injunction” of calmness and the rest in the passage: “Hence, 
he who knows thus, having become calm, self-restrained, indifferent, 
patient and collected, should see the self in the self alone” (Brh. 
4.4.23 1), “they are to be practised necessarily ”. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Having thus determined the external means to the origination 
of knowledge, the author is now determining the internal means. 

On the doubt, viz. whether a seeker after the knowledge of 
Brahman must be endowed with calmness, self-control and so on 
in order that there may be the rise of knowledge, or not,—if it be sug- 
gested: Since calmness and the rest, being posterior to the rise of 
knowledge, are not its subsidiary parts; and since the rise of know- 
ledge is possible by means of those works alone which are mentioned 
in the text: "Him the Brahmanas desire to know by the recitation 
of the Veda” (Brh. 4.4.22), it is not reasonable to suppose that the 
seekers after the knowledge of Brahman should be endowed with 
calmness and so on,— 

We reply: the word “but” is meant for disposing of the objection. 
Although knowledge is possible on the part of a seeker after the 
knowledge of Brahman through the purification of the mind by 
works, “still” he “must be endowed with calmness, self-control and 
so on". Why? They “are to be performed necessarily ", on account 
of the injunction of them as subsidiary parts of that, i.e. because 
calmness, self-control and the rest have been enjoined as the subsi- 
diary parts of knowledge, and because “they” are enjoined in the 
text: “Hence, he who knows thus, having become calm, self- 
restrained, indifferent, patient and collected, should see the self in the 
self alone" (Brh. 4.4.23). Through calmness, self-control, and so 
on, one-pointed attention arises (directly), in accordance with the 
scriptural text: “By religious duty he drives away evil (Mahanar. 
22.1). And through works, one-pointed attention arises (indirectly) 
by way of the removal of sins; thence there is the rise of knowledge; 
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1 $, R, Bh, SK, B. 
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thence, again, there is a still greater rise of calmness and so on.! 
Hence it is established that one who seeks knowledge must be endowed 
with calmness and so on. 


Here ends the section entitled '*Calmness, self-control and so 
on" (6). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


The word “tathāpi” interpreted differently, viz. even if it be 
granted that the text about sacrifices and so on (Brh. 4.4.22) contain 
no injunction and the rest. It is shown later on that the above text 
is really injunctive. He does not take it as constituting an adhikarana 
by itself, but as included under the previous one.? 


Adhikarana 7: The section entitled "The per- 
mission of all food". (Sütras 28-31) 


SÜTRA 28 


* AND THE PERMISSION OF ALL FOOD (IS VALID) IN THE EVENT 
OF DANGER TO LIFE, ON AOCOUNT OF THAT BEING SEEN." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The permission of all food in the text: “Verily, to one who knows 
thus, there is nothing whatever that is not food" (Chand. 5.2.1 8), 
is valid only “in the event of danger to life", for Cakrayana ate the 
leavings of a rich man when his life was in danger, this being found 
in Scripture. 


1 Le. calmness and the rest produce (1) attention, which produces (2) 
knowledge; while works first produce (1) mental purity, which produces (2) 
attention, which finally produces (3) knowledge. Hence, the former are more 
direct means to knowledge than the latter. Further, calmness, and the rest 
are both causes and effects, i.c. they give rise to knowledge, but when knowledge 
has originated, it in its turn produces a greater degree of calmness and so on. 

2 S.B. 3.4.27, pp. 876-877. * §, R, Bh, SK, B. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been stated that calmness and the rest are subsidiary 
parts of knowledge. Now, wishing to dispose of the objection, viz. 
like that, the eating of all food, too, is a subsidiary part of knowledge,— 
the author points out that such eating relates only to cases of life 
being in danger. 

In the Brhadaranyaka, it is said: “Verily, what is not food is 
not taken by him" (Brh. 6.1.14); as well as in the Chandogya: “Verily, 
to one who knows thus, there is nothing whatever that is not food ” 
(Chànd. 5.2.1). Here the doubt is, viz, whether this eating of all food 
by one who knows the vital-breath is valid, as a subsidiary part of 
the doctrine of the vital-breath, like calmness and so on, even when 
one is in a healthy state; or only in the event of danger to life. What 
is reasonable? If it be suggested: when one is in a healthy state,— 
we reply: only “in the event of danger to life", there is ‘‘ permission 
of all food". Why? “On account of that being seen," i.e. because 
in the text: “When the Kurus were destroyed by hail-storm !"' 
(Chànd. 1.10.1), the eating of improper food is found to be allowable 
only in the event of life being in danger. When all food being eaten 
up by a kind of animals called ‘mataci’ there came to be a famine 
among the Kurus, then the sage Càkràyana, seized with hunger, ate 
the leavings of an elephant-keeper?. From this it is known that the 
eating of all food is permitted even to one who knows the vital-breath 
only in the event of danger to life. 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


Interpretation same, but he takes this adhikarana as concerned 
specially with the parinistha devotee. 


1 Srinivasa, however, understands the word as a kind of crop-destroying 
animals. See below. 

2 Vide Chand. 1.10.1-5 for the story. The sage ate the leavings because 
he would have died without food, but refused to drink leavings because he could 
survive without drink. 
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SÜTRA 29 


“AND ON ACCOUNT OF NON-CONTRADICTION." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“ And on account of the non-contradiction " of the text: “If there 
be purity of food, there is purity of life" (Chànd. 7.26.2 1), 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


In the text: “If there be purity of food, there is purity of exist- 
ence. If there be purity of existence, there is steady remembrance ’, 
(Chand. 7.26.2), the purity of food is enjoined as a means to the rise 
of knowledge. ‘On account of the non-contradiction also” of that, 
it is definitely ascertained, that there is permission of all food only 
in the event of danger to life. 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


Interpretation different, viz. “On account of non-obstruetion". 
Although in ordinary cases the taking of improper food obstructs 
the full manifestation of knowledge, yet when a knower of Brahman 
is obliged to do so, it does not obstruct his knowledge.? 


SÜTRA 30 


. “MOREOVER (IT IS) DECLARED BY SMRTI.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


And it is declared by Smrti too in the passage: "He who being 
in danger of life eats food from anyone whatsoever is not touched by 
sin, as a lotus-leaf is not touched by water ”.3 


-- en ee ——— (C a 
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1 $, R, Bh, SK. 

2 G.B. 3.4.29, p. 268, Chap. 3. l ] 

3 The first line of the passage is similar to Manu 10.104, last lino to Gita 
5.10. S$, R, Bh, Sk. 
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Vedànta-kaustubha 


“Moreover,” the eating of all food from anyone whatsoever both 
by a knower and a non-knower in the event of danger of life ‘‘ is 
declared by Smrti" thus: "He who being in danger of life eats food 
from anyone whatsoever is not touched by sin, as a lotus-leaf is not 


touched by water ”. 
COMPARISON 


Ramanuja and Baladeva 
They omit the “Ca”’. 


SÜTRA 31 


“AND SO THERE IS A SORIPTURAL TEXT AS TO NON-PROCEEDING 
ACCORDING TO LIKING.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


For this very reason, there is “a scriptural text" for prevent- 
ing wanton acting, viz.: "Hence let not a Brahmana drink wine" 
(Kath. Sam. 12.121). 

Vedanta-kaustubha 


As the permission of all food to both who knows and who does 
not is valid only in the event of life being in danger, "so" the “scrip- 
tural text" of the Kathas “as to non-proceeding according to liking "', 
i.e. the text regarding the reverse of acting as one likes, viz. “Hence 
let not a Brahmana drink wine" (Kath. Sam. 12.12) fits in. The 
permission of all food to a worshipper of the vital-breath refers to his 
being in danger of life. The texts not referring to such a danger, on 
the other hand, are for the purpose of glorifying those particular 
vidyas, but are not enjoined as subsidiary parts of the doctrine of the 
vital-breath, like calmness and so on,—this is the resulting meaning. 
Hence it is established that the eating of all food is allowable only 
in cases of danger to life. 


Here ends the section entitled “The permission of all food ” (7). 


- — Ne AA, n SSRI Ó— -a — 


1 P. 174, last line but four. S, R, Bh, Sk. 
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Adhikarana 8: The section entitled “Being 
enjoined”. (Sütras 32-35) 


SOTRA 32 


" AND ON ACCOUNT OF BEING ENJOINED, THE WORK INCUMBENT 
ON THE STAGES OF LIFE TOO." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Sacrifices and the rest, which are subsidiary parts of knowledge, 
are to be performed also by one, who does not desire for salvation, 
as the duties incumbent on one’s stages of life, “on account of being 
enjoined” in the passage: “He performs the Agni-hotra sacrifice as 
long as he lives "'.! 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Under the aphorism: “And dependence on all, in accordance with 
the scriptural text about sacrifice” (Br. Sti. 3.4.26) it has been said 
that works like sacrifices and the rest are subsidiary parts of the 
knowledge of Brahman. After that, two relevant problems have 
been considered. Now the question is being considered as to whether, 
for the sake of gaining prosperity, works like sacrifices and the rest 
are to be performed even by one, who is not desirous of salvation, as 
the duties incumbent on one’s stages of life. 

On the doubt, viz. the works, mentioned in the text: ‘‘Him the 
Brahmanas desire to know by the recitation of the Veda, by sacrifice" 
(Brh. 4.4.22) and so on, have been accepted previously as auxiliaries 
to the means to salvation. Do they incur on the part of one who 
does not desire for salvation, but wishes to fulfill the duties of his 
stage of life merely, or not? The prima facie view is that sacrifices 
and the rest, relating to a definite object, cannot be supposed to be 
mere duties incumbent on the stages of life, and so they do not incur 
on his part,— 

We reply: “The work incumbent on the stages of life too”. The 
works like sacrifice, charity and so on, which are mentioned in Scrip- 
ture as auxiliaries to knowledge, are “works incumbent on the stages 


1 S, R, Sk. 
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of life too ”, i.e. are to be performed even by one, not desirous of salva- 
tion, as the duties incumbent on his stage of life too. Why? “On 
account of being enjoined,” i.e. because in texts like “He performs 
the Agni-hotra sacrifice as long as he lives” and so on, they are en- 
joined as merely the works incumbent on the stages of life and to be 
performed always. The sense is that such works are obligatory on the 
part of one who carries out only the duties incumbent on his own 
stage of life, but does not desire for salvation. 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


He begins a new adhikarana here (two sütras) concerned with the 
svanistha devotees. Hence the sütra: “On account of being enjoined, 
the worked incumbent on the stages of life too (are to be performed 
by the svanistha devotee)”. That is, even when the devotee has 
come to acquire knowledge, he must go on performing his duties in 
order to increase his knowledge.! 


SOTRA 33 
oes 


* ALSO BECAUSE OF BEING AUXILIARY." rin 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Since sacrifice and the rest are enjoined “also as auxiliary" to 
knowledge in the text: “The Brahmanas desire to know by sacri- 
fice" (Brh. 4.4.222), they are to be performed also by one who is 
desirous of salvation, a double purpose being possible in accordance 
with the maxim of conjunction and separateness. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. : If this be so, then sacrifices and the rest 
cannot be auxiliaries to knowledge,—tho author replies: 
Since sacrifice and the rest are enjoined “also as auxiliary” to 
Yamada, SL FAY A winging Boot Ns THHKAHGD AO MUS prag 
See MN cree. te um ota ane ae 


2 GB. 3.4.32, p. 271, Chap. 3. 2 8, R, Bh. 
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“Him the Brahmanas desire to know by sacrifice" (Brh. 4.4.22) and 
so on, works like sacrifice and the rest are to be performed also by 
one who is desirous of salvation. If it be objected that the same works 
cannot serve the purpose of a stage of life and that of knowledge,— 
we reply: that is not so, because even the same works may serve 
different purposes, in accordance with the maxim: “But with regard 
to one and the same thing being both, there is conjunction and sepa- 
rateness" (Pu. Mi. St. 4.3.51). Just as the same quality of being 
made of the Khádira-wood is laid down as serving the purpose of 
sacrifices in the passage: “The sacrificial post is made of the Khadira- 
wood”; and is, again, laid down as serving the purpose of men in the 
passage: “For one desiring power, let one make a post of the Khàdira- 
wood ”, so is the case here. 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


Here he continues the topic, viz. that the svanistha devotee 
should continue to act even after attaining knowledge. Hence the 
sütra: "And (the works must be done by the svanistha devotee) as 
being auxiliary (to knowledge)", ie. with a view to its further 
increment.? 


SÜTRA 34 


"IN EVERY WAY EVEN, THOSE VERY (SACRIFICES AND THE REST 
ARE THE SAME) ON ACCOUNT OF A DOUBLE INDICATORY MARK." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“Those very" sacrifices and the rest are to be taken as serving 
a double purpose, since in both the cases, the works of the same form 
are recognized. 
Vedanta-kaustubha 


The author is proving the non-difference of works. 
“In every way," i.e. whether taught as duties incumbent on a 
atage of life or as serving the purpose of knowledge, “those very" 


1 P. 493. 2 G.B. 3.2.33, p. 271, Chap. 3. 
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sacrifices and the rest are to be understood. Why? “On account 
of a double indicatory mark,” i.e. because in both the cases works of 
the same form are recognized. The sense is that sacrifices and the 
rest, each of the same form indeed, are taught, in both the cases, 
as duties incumbent on a stage of life, and as auxiliaries to knowledge, 
by respective texts. 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


He begins a new adhikarana here (two sütras), concerned with the 
parinistha devotees. The sütra means according to him, “Under 
all circumstances even (the parinistha devotee is to perform his duties 
of worship and so on), on account of a double mark (viz. Scripture and 
Smrti) ". That is, the parinistha devotee should first perform his 
duties of worship and so on, and do other ordinary duties afterwards.! 


SOTRA 35 


H 
"AND (SCRIPTURE) SHOWS THE NON-OVERPOWERING (OF KNOW- 
LEDGE). ” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The scriptural text: “By means of religious observance one re- 
moves one's sins" (Mahanar. 22.1?) “shows the non-overpowering”’ 
of knowledge through the removal of sins—which are the cause of the 
overpowering of knowledge—by the very same sacrifices and so on, 
celebrated in Scripture. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The scriptural text: “For the self which one finds out through 
the life of a religious student does not perish " (Chand. 8.5.3 8) “shows 
the non-overpowering" ot the knowledge of the self by the duties 


1 G.B. 3.4.34, pp. 274-275, Chap. 3. "'Parinisthitena tena bhagavad- 
dharméh evánustheyáh. Svadharmas tu kathafi cit gauņa—Kāle.” 

2 P. 23, last line, reading: ‘‘anudanti’’. 

3 Note that Srinivasa understands a different passage here by the term 
*" dursayati "*. 
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incumbent on the stages of life, such as, the life of a religious student 
and so on. The phrase: ‘The self does not perish’ means that the 
self is not forgotten. Sacrifices and the rest, performed as the mere 
duties incumbent on the stages of life, lead to the attainment of 
heaven and so on; those very sacrifices and the rest, performed as 
auxiliaries to knowledge, give rise to knowledge. Hence there is 
difference of application, but not difference of works. Hence it is 
established that the same things are to be performed by both one who 
is desirous for salvation and one who is not. 


Here ends the section entitled “Being enjoined ” (8). 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


He concludes here the topic of the parinistha devotees. “And 
(Scripture) shows the non-overpowering (of a parinistha devotees)." 
That is, a parinistha devotee is not overpowered by the fault of not 
performing the duties incumbent on his own stage of life. He incurs 
no sins by such an omission.! 


Adhikarana 9: The section entitled "Widower". 
(Sütras 36-39) 
SÜTRA 36 


“BUT (THOSE) ALSO (WHO STAND) BETWEEN, ON ACCOUNT OF THAT 
BEING SEEN." 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Those “also” who stand “between” the stages of life, are entitled 
to knowledge, since Raikva and the like are found to be well-grounded 
in knowledge. 


1 G.B. 3.4.35, pp. 275-270, Chap. 3. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been stated above that those who belong to one or other of 
the stages of life are entitled to knowledge, and that the works per- 
formed by them are auxiliaries to knowledge. Now a discussion is 
being undertaken with a view to establishing that even those who 
stand midway are entitled to knowledge and the works done by them 
also are auxiliaries to knowledge. 

The doubt is as to whether those who stand ‘between’ the stages 
of life, such as widowers and so on, are entitled to the knowledge of 
Brahman or not. The prima facie view is that the knowledge of 
Brahman depends for its origin on the duties incumbent on the stages 
of life and since those who stand “between ” have no duties incumbent 
on the special stages of life, they are not so entitled. 

With regard to it, we reply: “Between”. That is, even those 
who stand between, i.e. outside, the stages of life are entitled to the 
knowledge of Brahman. Why? “On account of that being seen,” 
i.e. because “that”, viz. the right to the knowledge of Brahman, is 
found in Scripture and Smrti to be belonging to Raikva, Samvarta 
and so on. The scriptural text indicating that Raikva is entitled to 
the knowledge of Brahman has been quoted in the first chapter.! The 
details of the story of Samvarta, the son of Angiras, may be seen in the 
Mahà-bhàrata in the chapter treating of the horse-sacrifice thus: 
*** Ó King, Samvarta, Angiras’s son, a pious man, roamed about in all 
directions, sky-clothed (ie. naked), perplexing all beings" (Maha. 
14. 137 ?) and so on. 

The purport is this: Religious duties like sacrifices and the 
rest, auxiliaries to knowledge and mentioned in the scriptural 
text: “Him” (Brh. 4.4.22) and so on, are to be understood, in the case 
of house-holders, as Agni-hotra and the rest, productive of knowledge 
and fit for a house-holder who desires for salvation. In the case of 
those who belong to those stages of life in which chastity is compulsory, 
the religious duties, incumbent on those stages of life and other than 
Agnihotra and so on, are to be understood (as productive of know- 
ledge). Similarly, in the case of those also who do not belong to any 
stage of life, muttering of prayers, fasting, worship of the deity and so 


1 Vide V.K. 1.3.34. 
2 P. 278, line 1, vol. 4. 
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on, not obligatory to the special stages of life, are to be understood 
(as productive of knowledge). 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


Here he too begins a new adhikarana (three sütras), but concerned 
specially with the nirapeksa devotees only. Literal interpretation 
game. 


SOTRA 37 


“MOREOVER, (IT IS) DECLARED IN SMRTI.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


In the Smrti passage, viz. But through the muttering of prayers 
alone a Brihmana may attain success,—there is no doubt about it. 
Whether he does something else or not, a friendly man is called a 
Bráhmana" (Manu 2.87 !), it is declared that they too may easily 
attain knowledge through the muttering of prayers and so on. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


In the Smrti passage: “But through the muttering of prayers 
alone, a Bráhmana may attain success,—there is no dovbt about it. 
Whether he does something else or not, a friendly man is called a 
Bréhmana”’ (Manu 2.87), it is declared that through the muttering 
of prayers alone even those who do not belong to any stage of life 
may have success. The sense is that when the mind is purified through 
the muttering of prayers and so on, knowledge arises. Hence they, 
too, come to have their ends fulfilled. 


COMPARISON 
Rāmānuja, Bhaskara and Baladeva 


They omit the “Ca”. Baladeva is here speaking of the nira- 
peksa devotees. 


€————————————— ÁO 
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1 P.46. $, R, Sk. 
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SOTRA 38 


“AND (THERE IS) A SPECIAL FACILITATION.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


There is “facilitation” of knowledge also through the particular 
acts of duties performed in a previous life. This is declared by Smrti 
too: ‘Perfected through many births, he then goes to a supreme 
goal" ' (Gita 6.45 !). 

Vedanta-kaustubha 

There is "facilitation" of knowledge through the particular 
works done in the course of many lives. It is declared by Smrti too 
thus: ‘‘‘Perfected through many lives, he then goes to a supreme 
goal"' (Gità 6.45). The sense is that in those cases where there is 
the presence of knowledge, but the absence of any duties incumbent 
on the special stages of life,—1mentioned above and auxiliaries to 
knowledge,—other duties incumbent on the stages of life, performed 
in previous births, are to be inferred. 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


He relates this sütra specially with the nirapeksa devotees only, 
thus: "And (the nirapeksa devotees attain knowledge easily through) 


the special grace (of the Lord)”. 


SÜTRA 39 


“BUT THAN THIS THE OTHER IS BETTER, ON ACCOUNT OF INDICA. 
TION," 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Being within a stage of life is “better” than standing midway, 
also “on account of the indication", viz. “Let one not remain without 


a stage of life" (D.Sm. 1.10 2). 


18 Bh. 2 P. 71, line 13. 8, R, Bh, Sk. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


“Than this,” i.e. than standing midway, “the other”, i.e. being 
within a stage of life, is “better”, since it secures the perfection of the 
means to knowledge, i.e. is productive of knowledge within a short 
time. Why? “On account of indication.” The scriptural text: 
“By it goes the knower of Brahman, the doer of meritorious deeds, 
the shining one” (Brh. 4.4.9) shows the going of those belonging to 
particular stages of life through the path of gods. The meaning of 
the text is that ‘the knower of Brahman’, ‘the doer of the meritorious 
deeds’, i.e. the doer of the works incumbent on his own stage of life, 
“by it", i.e. by means of knowledge increased by works, go to Brahman 
through the path of gods—on account of such a scriptural reference 
to ‘the doer of meritorious deeds’. And, there are four stages of 
life in conformity with the text: "And those who in the forest" 
(Chànd. 5.10.1). On account of Smrti passages as well, such as: 
“Let not a twice-born remain outside the stages of life even for a 
single day " 1 (D.Sm. 1.10), “ If one stays outside the stages of life for 
a year, one should undergo penance. The Highest Person, forsooth, 
the soul of the Universe, is pleased by a person who practises the 
duties incumbent on his caste and stage of life; nothing else pleases 
Him", and so on. 

If, accidentally, it be impossible for one to enter any stage of 
life, then one may attain salvation through the muttering of prayers, 
fasting, charity, worship of the deity, non-violence, contentment, 
straightforwardness, company of the great and so on. Thus says 
Yàjfiavalkya: “Being within a stage of life is not the sole impetus to 
performing religious duties; let a Bráhmana practise them (whether 
he be within a special stage of life or not). Hence, let no one do to 
others what is unpalatable to one’s own self”. 

It is said in historical legends too: “For what is the use of an 
&érama to one who abiding in knowledge is modest, who has the 
senses under control and who abides in honesty?” For that very 
reason, it has been said in the Mahà&-bhàrata that even in the absence 
of the mark of an à$rama, one should perform religious duties thus: 
“Even one who is corrupted should perform religious duties. The 
mark (of an āśrama) is not the cause of religious duties". Hence it is 


1 The text reads "ksanam'. 
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established that in spite of the greater excellence of the state of 
belonging to a stage of life, knowledge may be gained even by those 
who do not belong to any special stage of life,—such as bachelors, 
widowers and so on,—through the muttering of prayers and the like. 


Here ends the section entitled '* Widowers" (9). 


COMPARISON 


Samkara and Bhaskara 
All others add a “ca” at the end. 


Baladeva 


He too begins à new adhikarana here (five sütras), concerned with 
the question, viz. whether one who belongs to a stage of life is higher 
or one who does not, and arrives at a conclusion opposite to that of 
Nimbàrka, viz. that one who does not belong to any stage of life is 
higher. Hence the sütra: “But than this (i.e. the state of belonging 
to a particular àárama) the other (i.e. the state of not belonging to 
any à6rama, viz. that of a nirapeksa devotee) is better, on account of 
indicatory mark"! 


Adhikarana 10: The section entitled “One who 
has become that’’. (Sütras 40-43) 


SÜTRA 40 


“BUT OF ONE WHO HAS BECOME THAT THERE IS NO BECOMING 
NOT THAT, (THIS IS THE VIEW) OF JAIMINI TOO ON ACCOUNT OF 
RESTRICTION, ON ACCOUNT OF THE ABSENCE OF THE FORMS OF 
THAT." 

Vedànta-parijata -saurabha 


“But” the giving up of the state of chastity which one has reached 
is not allowed,—this the view of “Jaimini too", on account of the 


1 G.B. 3.4.39, p. 281, Chap. 3. “Atah saéSramatvaditran nirüá$ramatvam 
eva jyàyah érestham vidyé-sadhanam mantavyam.”’ 
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absence of texts, on account of the absence of a cause, on account of 
the absence of good custom. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now the problem is being considered, viz. whether those also 
who have fallen from the stage of a perpetual religious student bound 
by chastity and so on are entitled to knowledge or not. 

It has been established above that there are such stages of life 
where chastity is obligatory. The doubt is as to whether those who 
have fallen from these are entitled to the knowledge of Brahman, or not. 
If it be suggested that like widowers and so on, they are so entitled, 
through the muttering of prayers and so on,— 

We reply: The word “but” is meant for disposing of the objec- 
tion. “Of one who has become that,” i.e. of one who has reached, 
as a supreme fruit, the stage where chastity is obligatory, there is 
“no becoming not that", i.e. no falling off,—this is the view “of 
Jaimini too". The word “too” indicates that the author's own 
view is confirmed through being held by Jaimini as well. The sense 
is that it being impossible for a perpetual religious student bound 
by chastity !, a hermit belonging to the third religious order? and 
a mendicant belonging to the fourth religious order? to stay outside 
a stage of life like widowers and the rest, they cannot be entitled to the 
knowledge of Brahman. 

The author states the reasons why such a falling off is not allow- 
able thus: “On account of restriction, on account of the absence of 
the forms of that"', that is, on account of the restriction with regard 
to the non-deviation from a stage of life, in the passages: A “student 
of sacred knowledge, dwelling in the house of a teacher, exhausting 
himself completely in the house of a teacher, is the third” (Chand. 
2.23.1), “One should go to the forest, thence one should not return 
any more". ‘Having once given up tho fire, one should not return any 
more" (Katha 5.4). The compound “on account of the absence of 
the forms of that" is to be explained as follows: The word "that" 
means ‘not becoming that’. The words “the forms" mean scriptural 
texts. Hence, the clause means: because of the absence of texts 
indicative of the falling from a stage of life. That means, there are 


Pa ee nn maa anna man nn aoan LT MN 
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1 Naisthika. 2 Vaikhanasa. 3 Parivrajaka. 


[sC. 3. 4. 40. 
760 VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA ADH. 10.] 


no texts negativing the steady adherence to a stage of life. By the 
plural (in “abhavebhyah’’) other kinds of absence are to be under- 
stood, viz. on account of the absence of texts indicative of descent 
(from a higher stage), unlike the texts indicative of ascent (to a higher 
stage), such as: “Having completed the life of a religious student, 
let one become a house-holder ; having become a house-holder let 
one become a dweller in the forest; having become a dweller in the 
forest, let one wander forth”’ (Jàbàla 4); on account of the absence of 
any cause for such a falling off; and on account of the absence of good 
custom. . 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


Reading slightly different, viz. “niyamatad ripabhivebhyah’’.! 


Bhaskara 


Reading slightly different, viz. “Jaimini” instead of “Jaimineh’’.2 


Baladeva 


Reading like Samkara's. Interpretation different, viz. “But one 
who has become that (viz. & nirapeksa), there is no becoming not 
that, (this is the view) of Jaimini too, on account of the restriction 
(viz. that the senses of the nirapeksa devotee are devoted to the Lord 
alone and never to worldly objects), on account of the want of desire 
(for anything other than Brahman), and on account of the absence (of 
the life of a house-holder)". That is, a nirapeksa devotee never 
deviates from his vow and enters worldly life.8 


1 S.B. 3.4.40, p. 885. 
2 Bh. B. 3.4.39, (writton as 3.4.40), p. 213. 
3 G.B. 3.4.40, pp. 283-284, Chap. 3. 
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SUTRA 41 


“AND NOT EVEN (THE EXPIATION) TREATED (IN THE SECTION) 
ABOUT RIGHTS (IS POSSIBLE ON THE PART OF A TRANSGRESSING 
HERMIT AND THE LIKE), ON ACCOUNT OF ITS INEFFECTIVENESS BY 
REASON OF THE INFERENOE (ILE. SMRTI PASSAGE) ABOUT THE 
FALL." 

Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The expiation, formulated in the section treating of rights,! 
is not possible on the part of a perpetual religious student bound by 
chastity, “On account of its ineffectiveness” in his case, in conformity 
with the Smrti passage: ''But the twice-born who having ascended 
the state of a perpetual religious student bound by chastity deviates 
therefrom,—I do not see any expiation whereby he, the slayer of 
himself, may be purified”? (Agni 165.23a-245,? A. Sm. 816 3). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. Inadvertence (and not wilful negligence) 
may be the cause of one’s deviation from the stage of life one has 
reached ; and expiation may entitle such a fallen one to knowledge 
once more,—the author replies ‘no’. 

An expiation is mentioned in the text: “A religious student 
who has deviated from the vow of chastity should sacrifice an ass to 
Nirrti". It is formulated in the sixth chapter, treating of rights, 
under the aphorism: “The Avakirni-pa$u (sacrifice) also (is to be 
performed like that (viz. the Sthapati-isti), since the time for the 
installation of fire bas not arrived" (Pa. Mi. Sit. 6.8.22). This is said 
to be “treated (in the section) about rights”. This is not available 
for one who has deviated from the vow of a perpetual religious student 
bound by chastity. Why? ‘On account of its ineffectiveness by 
reason of the inference about the fall", ie. because in conformity 
with a Smrti passage indicating the fall as very difficult to be atoned 
for, the expiation is not effective for him. The Smrti passage is as 
follows: “But the twice-born who having ascended the state of a 
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1 Pū. Mi. Sa. 6.8.22. 
2 Pp. 158-159. $, R, Bh, Sk. 
3 P. 33, line 19. Reading slightly different, viz. “Yena $uddhyati kar- 


manà ”. 
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perpetual religious student, bound by chastity, deviates therefrom ,— 
I do not see any expiation whereby he, the slayer of himself, may 
be purified" (Agni 165.23a-346, A.Sm. 8.16). The word “even” 
(in the sütra) suggests that the stated expiation is valid for a religious 
student who becomes a house-holder after the completion of his study.! 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


Interpretation totally different, viz. “and (the nirapeksa devotee 
does) not (desire for) even the office (of world-rulership and tho like), 
on account of the inference (i.e. possibility) of fall (from such office), 
(and) because (he has) no connection with those (offices) ”, i.e. no wish 
for them.? 


OPPONENT'S VIEW (Sūtra 42) 
SÜTRA 42 


* BUT PRECEDED BY ‘UPA’, (I.E. A MINOR SIN) EVEN, SOME (THINK 
SO), (THEY CLAIM) THE EXISTENCE (OF AN EXPIATION FOR IT), 
AS IN THE CASE OF EATING, THAT HAS BEEN SAID." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


"But some" think that the deviation of a perpetual religious 
student bound by chastity 3 from his vow of chastity is a minor sin, 
and hence there is an expiation for it, since he too is equally a religious 
student like one who is a religious student for a time only and not for 
life 4, “as in the case of the taking” of intoxicating liquor. “That has 
been said :"' “‘ Of the subsequent ones, what is non-contradictory.’’ 5 


1 Lo. an upakurvàna. A naisthika remains a religious student all his life, 
but an upakurvàna only for a time. 

2 G.B. 3.4.41, p. 285, Chap. 3. 

3 A naisthika. 

4 An upakurvana. 

5 R, Sk. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


99 


“Preceded by 'upa'," i.e. the deviation of a perpetual religious 
student and so on, bound by chastity and the rest, from their vow 
of chastity by going to women and so on, is “preceded by the word 
‘upa’ ", i.e. is but a minor (upa) sin (pātaka); not a major sin that 
cannot be atoned for. The word “even” implies reason. "'Some" 
teachers think that they too being equally religious students, there 
is "the existence" of an expiation for them as for those who are reli- 
gious students for a time, but not always. “As in the case of eating." 
Just as the prohibition with regard to the taking of spirituous liquor 
and so on and the expiation thereof apply equally to those who are 
religious students for life and those who are so for a time only,—so is the 
case here. "That has been said" by the Smrti-writer: “Of the subse- 
quent ones, what is non-contradictory to that". The sense is that 
what has been said with regard to one who is a religious student for 
a time is possible in the case of one who belongs to a subsequent stage 
of life, viz. one who is religious student for life and so on, in so far 
as it is not contradictory to the stage of life of the latter. In this 
way, an expiation for the deviation of perpetual religious students 
from their vow of chastity being possible, they come to be entitled 
to knowledge once again. Similar is the case with the hermits belong- 
ing to the third order of life and the wandering mendicants belonging 
to the fourth order. 

COMPARISON 


Samkara 
He takes it to be forming an adhikarana by itself. Interpretation 


Same. 
Bhaskara 


This sūtra is not found in his commentary. 


Baladeva 


Interpretation absolutely different, viz. “But what is preceded 
by ‘upa’ (i.e. upāsanā or meditation) (is the only object desired by a 
nirapeksa devotee) some (branches declare so), (and) the sentiment 
(of devotion) is like food (to him), that has been said (in Scripture)” 1. 


1 Q.B. 3.4.42, pp. 286-287, Chap. 3. 
19 
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CORRECT CONCLUSION (Sütra 43) 
SÜTRA 43 


“ BUT (SUCH A TRANSGRESSOR IS) OUTSIDE (THE SPHERE OF KNOW- 
LEDGE), IN EITHER CASE EVEN, ON ACCOUNT OF SMRTI AND ON 
AOCOUNT OF CONDUCT. ” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Whether the deviation of perpetual religious students from their 
own stage of life be a major or à minor sin, “in either case even”, 
they are “outside”? the right to the knowledge of Brahman, “on 
account of the Smrti passage: “I do not see any expiation whereby 
he, the killer of himself, may be purified" (Agni 165.245!) "and on 


account of the conduct” of the good. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Whether the deviation of those who are bound by chastity from 
their own stage of life be a major or a minor sin, “in either case even" 
they are to be kept “‘outside’’2 indeed by the good. Why? “On 
account of Smrti and on account of conduct," i.e. on account of the 
Smrti passage censuring such a deviation, viz.: “I do not see any 
expiation whereby he, the killer of himself, may be purified" (Agni 
165.245), “If one sees a Bráhmana who ascended (to a high stage) 
has fallen (therefrom), one should undergo the Candrayana 3 penance”’; 
and on account of the conduct of the good who always shun one who 
has deviated from the vow of chastity. Hence it is established that 
those who have deviated from their stages of life are not entitled to 
the knowledge of Brahman. 


Here ends the section entitled One who has become 
that" (10). 


1 &, R, Sk. 

2 Note that the interpretation of the torm “bahih”’ is different from Nim- 
barka’s. 

8 An expiatory penance regulated by the moon’s age. The method is to 
begin with taking fifteen mouthfuls of food at the full moon, and decrease it 
daily by one mouthful during the dark-half, and increase by one mouthful again 
during the bright-half. Vide Manu 6.20 and Kullukabhatta’s commentary. 

I9B 
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COMPARISON 
Samkara 
He takes it as forming an adhikarana by itself, and interprets 
the work “bahih”’ like Srinivàása.! 
Bhaskara 


He omits the word "api" and interprets the word “bahih” like 
Srinivasa 2, This is sūtra 41 in his commentary. 


Baladeva 


He too omits the word "api". Interpretation absolutely different, 
viz. "(The nirapeksa devotee is) outside (all worldly entanglements) 
in both ways, (viz.) on account of Smrti and on account of conduct "'.3 


Adhikarana 11: The section entitled "The 
Lord". (Satras 44-45) 


OPPONENT’S VIEW (Sūtra 44) 
SÜTRA 44 


“Or THE LOBB, ON ACCOUNT OF THE SCRIPTURAL STATEMENT 
ABOUT FRUIT, SO ATREYA (THINKS). " 


Vedànta-parijata-saurabha 


The meditation based on the subsidiary parts of sacrificial acts is 
performed by the sacrificer, “so Atreya” thinks, on account of the 
scriptural statement about the result attained, viz. “What alone 
one does with knowledge" (Chand. 1.1.10 $). 


1 S.B. 3.4.43, p. 888. 

2 Bh. B. 3.4.41, (written as 3.4.42), p. 214. 
3 G.B. 3.4.43, pp. 287-288, Chap. 3. 

* Not quoted by others. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


The view of one who knows is acceptable, but not that of one 
who does not know. Hence in the previous section the view of Jaimini 
has been accepted, while that of others has been rejected. Now by 
showing that the meditation on the subsidiary parts is the work of the 
officiating priest, and having thereby rejected the view of one who 
does not know, the author is again demonstrating that the view of 
only one who knows is acceptable. 

On the doubt, viz. whether the meditation on the udgitha and the 
rest, the subsidiary parts of sacrificial acts, is the work of the sacrificer, 
the Lord, or of the sacrificing priest,—‘‘of the Lord, so" the teacher 
"Atreya" thinks. Why? “On account of the scriptural text 
about fruit," i.e. because in the text: “What alone one does with 
knowledge ” (Chand. 1.1.10) the result produced, viz. greater potency, 
is declared to be pertaining to the sacrificer. 


COMPARISON 


Baladeva 


He too begins à new adhikarana here (three sütras), but concerned 
with an entirely different topic, viz. the special favour shown by the 
Lord to His nirapeksa devotees. Hence the sütra: "From the Lord 
(arises the fulfilment of all the wants of the nirapeksa devotee), on 
account of the scriptural text about fruit, so Atreya thinks".! Hence 
he does not take this sütra as representing the opponent's view. 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (Sūtra 45) 
SÜTRA 45 


“THE WORK OF THE PRIEST, SO AUDULOMI (THINKS), BECAUSE 
FOR THAT (HE) IS BOUGHT. " 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The meditation based on the subsidiary parts of sacrificial acts 
is performed by the officiating priest, because the priest has been 


1 G.B. 3.4.44, pp. 289-290, Chap. 3. 
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bought “for that” 1, i.e. for the sacrificial act; and the result produced 
pertains to the sacrificer 2. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The meditation on the udgitha and the rest, which are subsidiary 
parts of sacrificial acts, is to be performed by the officiating priest— 
"so" the teacher “Audulomi” thinks. Why? The word “because” 
states the reason. That is, as the officiating priest, who performs the 
sacrificial act, has been “bought” with fees by the sacrificer “for 
that’’, ie. for the sacrificial act together with its subsidiary parts, 
so it is to be performed by him alone. 

If it be objected that the result produced, viz. greater potency, 
mentioned in the scriptural text: “What alone one does with knowledge, 
that alone becomes imore potent” (Chand. 1.1.10), can belong only to 
one who meditates,—we reply: not so. In accordance with the maxim: 
“The fruit mentioned in Scripture (accrues) to the instigator” (Pū. 
Mi. Sa. 3.7.18 3), and in accordance with the scriptural text: “ What- 
ever blessing, forsooth, the priests pray for, all those accrue to the 
sacrificer ” (Sat. Br. 1.1.1, 26 4), the fruit belongs to the sacrificer alone. 
Hence it is established that the meditation based on the subordinate 
members of sacrificial acts is the work of the officiating priest. 


Here ends the section entitled “The Lord” (11). 


COMPARISON 


Samkara 


, 


After this sütra, he reads a sutra *Srute$ ca", not found in 
Nimbarka’s commentary. Here he quotes some passages to the 
effect that the fruit belongs to the sacrificer himself 5. 


1 C.S.S. ed. reads “tasya”, p. 77. 

2 This last portion: “and... sacrificor" not found in the C.N.S. ed. 
Brindában ed. reads *phalasya", p. 1164. 

3 P. 395, vol. 1. 

4 P. 25, lines 7-8. 

5 S.B. 3.4.40, p. 890. 
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Baladeva 


Interpretation absolutely different, viz. "the work of the priest, 
so Audulomi (thinks), for (the Lord) is bought for him". That is, 
just as an officiating priest sells himself, as it were, to the sacrificer, 
so the Lord sells Himself to the nirapeksa devotoees.! 

He too like Samkara reads a sūtra “Srutes ca" after this sūtra. 


Adhikarana 12: The section entitled “The 
injunction of another auxiliary". (Sütras 46- 
4 8) 


SÜTRA 46 


"(THERE IS) INJUNOTION OF ANOTHER AUXILIARY FOR ONE WHO 
POSSESSES THAT, AS IN THE CASE OF INJUNCTION AND SO ON, (THE 
TERM ‘MAUNA’ DENOTING), IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE OTHER 
ALTERNATIVE, A THIRD SOMETHING.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


In the text: **Hence let a Bráhmana, being disgusted with learning, 
desire to live in the childlike state; being disgusted with the states 
of childhood and learning, then he becomes an ascetic” (Brh. 3.5.1 2), 
the term ‘ascetic’ may, of course, mean ‘one possessed of knowledge’, 
yet "according to the other alternative", it may also mean ‘one 
given to profound reflection’. Hence, “another auxiliary", “a tbird” 
something as distinguished from learning and childlike state, viz. 
asceticism, has been enjoined here, like sacrifice and the rest and 
like calmness and the rest. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Previously, sacrifices and the rest and calmness and the rest 
have been determined as auxiliaries to one who is possessed of know- 
ledge. Similarly, asceticism is another auxiliary to one possessed of 
knowledge. Now, a discussion relating to this is being undertaken. 


1 G.B. 3.4.45, p. 291, Chap. 3. 
? S, R, Bh, Sk. 
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In the Brhadàárapnyaka, to the question of Kahola, it is said: 
“Hence let a Bráhmana, being disgusted with learning, desire to live 
in the childlike state; being disgusted with the states of childhood 
and learning, then he becomes an ascetic; being disgusted with the 
non-ascetic and ascetic states, then he becomes a Brāhmaņa” (Brh. 
3.5.1). Here the doubt is as to whether here like the states of child- 
hood and learning, asceticism too is enjoined, or is only referred back 
(as something already enjoined). If it be suggested that ‘asceticism’ 
means knowledge, and that has indeed been already established by the 
phrase: ' Being disgusted with learning’, and (hence) the word ‘ascetic’ 
simply refers back to this,— 

We reply: “For one who is possessed of that", i.e. for one possessed 
of knowledge, “a third", i.e. à means, viz. asceticism, a third some- 
thing as distinguished from learning and childlike state, is enjoined. 
This very thing the author states in the phrase: “An injunction of 
another auxiliary". The states of learning and childhood are auxi- 
liaries to a direct vision of Brahman, the object to be attained; asceti- 
cism is another auxiliary as distinguished from them; and the word 
‘ascetic’ is nothing but an injunction with regard to it. “As in the 
ease of injunction and so on." An injunction is what is enjoined as 
helpful, such as, all the duties incumbent on the stages of life, sacrifice, 
charity and so on, and calmness and the rest. By the words “and so 
on" the states of learning and childhood are understood. 

To the argument, viz. that ‘asceticism’ means knowledge, and that 
has indeed already been established by the phrase: ' Being disgusted 
with learning’, and hence the word ‘ascetic refers back to this,—we 
reply: “In accordance with the other alternative". That is, since 
the word ‘ascetic’ is well known to mean, alternately, ‘one given to 
profound reflection’, as in the statement ‘Among ascetics also, I am 
Vyasa’’ (Gita 10.37) ‘asceticism’ is a different thing, a third something, 
distinguished from the state of learning. Here although in the phrase: 
‘Then an ascetic’, there is no employment of the imperative, yet this 
special kind of reflection, not enjoined before, must be taken as 
something to be enjoined. As in this way the previous Brahmanas 
have attained their ends ‘so’ let another Brahmana too, ‘being dis- 
gusted with’, ie. having succeeded with certainty, in ‘the state of 
learning’, i.e. the duties of a learned man, viz. hearing of the Veda, 
‘desire to stay in the childlike state’, ie. wish to stay reflecting. 
Having succeeded in both, he may he an ‘ascetic’, i.e. given to profound 
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meditation. After that, having succeeded in non-asceticism, i.e. 
in the group of means other than asceticism, as well as ‘asceticism’, he 
becomes a ' Bráhmana', i.e. comes to attain knowledge,—this is the 
meaning of the text.! 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


He too begins a new adhikarana here (one sütra), but continues 
the topic of the nirapeksa devotees. This is sūtra 47 in his com- 
mentary. Hence the sūtra: “(There is) the injunction of another third 
auxiliary (viz. meditation), an alternative (to hearing and thinking) 
for one who has that, (viz. for the nirapeksa devotees), as in the case 
of injunction and so on". That is, in the case of the svanistha and 
parinistha devotees, sacrifice and calmness, self-control and so on are 
enjoined as auxiliaries to knowledge. But the nirapeksa devotees 
already possess these, and. so in their case these two sets of auxiliaries 
cannot be enjoined. Hence in their case meditation is enjoined 
instead, and this they must practise necessarily, just as house-holders 
and the rest must necessarily perform the samdhyà-ceremony and so 
on.2 


SUTRA 47 


“BUT ON ACCOUNT OF THE EXISTENCE OF ALL (DUTIES INCUM- 
BENT ON THE DIFFERENT STAGES OF LIFE), (THERE IS) CONCLUDING 
WITH THE HOUSE-HOLDER. ” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


"The concluding with the house-holder" in the passage: “For- 
sooth, having stayed thus as long as he lives, he reaches the world of 
Brahman and does not return any more” (Chand. 8.15.13), is meant 
for exhibiting all religious duties, as in the stage of à house-holder the 
religious duties, incumbent on all the stages of life, are obligatory. 


1 [.e. here pánditya means: éravana, bálya manana and mauna nididhydsana. 
2 G.B. 3.4.47, p. 293-294, Chap. 3. 
3 $, R, Bh, Sk, B. 
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Vedànta-kaustubha 


[t may be objected: If the religious duties like sacrifice, charity, 
austerity, calmness, self-control and the like, as well as those called 
hearing, thinking and meditating,—duties that are to be performed 
by men of all stages of life who desire for salvation,—be auxiliaries 
to knowledge; and if knowledge, attainable through them and common 
to men of all stages of life, be the means to salvation, then there 
cannot be any justification for “concluding with the house-holder”’ 
in the Chàndogya-text, which beginning: “Having studied the Veda 
in the house of à teacher in accordance with rules, in time left over 
from doing work for the teacher; having returned to his own house, 
studying his sacred texts in a clean spot" (Chand. 8.15.1), concludes: 
"Forsooth, having stayed thus as long as he lives, he reaches the 
world of Brahman and does not return any more" (Chànd. 8.15.1). 
Hence, such a conclusion clearly indicates that there are no other 
stages of life 1. To this the author replies here. 

The word “but” is meant for disposing of the objection. That 
is, simply because the stage of a house-holder has been mentioned 
at the end, it is not to be thought that there are no stages of life other 
than that. “On account of the existence of all" religious duties 
therein, “the concluding with the house-holder"' is meant for exhibit- 
ing all religious duties. 


COMPARISON 
Ramanuja and Srikantha 


The phrase compound “krtsna-bhavat”’ interpreted differently, 
viz. ‘on account of the existence (of knowledge) in all (the stages of 
life).2 Srikantha takes this sūtra as constituting an adhikarana by 
itself. 


Baladeva 


He too takes it as an adhikarana by itself. Interpretation 
same. 


1 Vide the same objection raised on another ground in Br. Sü. 3.4.18. 
2 Sri. B. 3.4.47, p. 394, part 2; Sk. B. 3.4.47, pp. 411-412, Parts 10 and 11. 
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SOTRA 48 


‘“AS IN THE CASE OF ASCETICISM, ON ACCOUNT OF THE TEACHING 
OF OTHERS AS WELL." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


In the very same manner, the teaching of asceticism in that text 
is meant for exhibiting all religious duties, since like the teaching of 
asceticism, there is the teaching of the duties incumbent on all stages 
of life in the text: “There are three branches of religious duty" 
(Chand. 2.23.1 1). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The author points out that similarly here too the teaching of 
asceticism in the passage: “Then an ascetic” (Brh. 3.5.1), preceded 
by that of the life of a mendicant: “Then they live the life of mendi- 
cants" (Brh. 3.5.1), is meant for exhibiting the religious duties in- 
cumbent on all stages of life. 

Thus, here too, the teaching of asceticism, preceded by that of 
the life of a mendicant, in the passage: “The Brahmanas, having 
risen above the desires for sons, desires for wealth, desires for worlds, 
live the life of mendicants” (Brh. 3.5.1), is meant for exhibiting the 
religious duties incumbent on all the stages of life. Why? “As in 
the case of asceticism,” i.e. because like the teaching of asceticism, 
there is the "teaching of other” stages of life too in the passage: 
“There are three branches of religious duty. Sacrifice, study and 
charity are the first; austerity alone is the second; a student of sacred 
knowledge living in the house of à preceptor and exhausting himself 
completely in the house of a teacher is the third. All these become 
possessors of meritorious worlds. One who stands on Brahman 
goes to immortality” (Chand. 2.23.1) and so on. Hence it is estab- 
lished that the states of learning, childhood and asceticism are en- 
joined here. 


——À 


Here ends the section entitled “‘The injunction of another 
auxiliary ” (12). 


1 Ś, R, B. 
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COMPARISON 
Srikantha 


He begins a new adhikarana here (two sütras), concerned with 
an entirely different topic, viz. whether those who practise the vow 
of Pá$upata and do not belong to any particular stage of life are 
entitled to salvation. The answer is that they are entitled. Hence 
the sütra: “On account of the teaching of others too (viz. calmness 
and the like, etc.) like, asceticism". That is, asceticism, as well as 
calinness, self-control and the rest, which have been designated as 
auxiliaries to knowledge, the means to salvation, are enjoined in 
connection with the vow called Pāsūpata as well Hence it follows 
that those who practise this vow, automatically practise asceticism 
and the rest, gain knowledge thereby, and attain salvation through 
it.1 


Adhikarana 13: The section entitled "Non- 
manifestation". (Sūtra 49) 


SÜTRA 49 


"NON-MANIFESTING, ON ACCOUNT OF CONNECTION.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Without manifesting one’s own greatness and so on, due to 
learning, let one remain in the childlike state, i.e. without pride, 
since it is possible for this alone to have a “connection” with the 
topic. 

Vedànta -kaustubha 


It has been established that in the text: “Hence let a Brahmana, 
being disgusted with learning desire to stay in the childlike state; 
being disgusted with the childlike state and learning, then he becomes 
an ascetic” (Brh. 3.5.1), asceticism too is something to be enjoined. 
Now the meaning of the phrase 'childlike state' is being considered. 


1 Sk. B. 3.4.48, pp. 413-414, Parts 10 and 11. 
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The doubt is whether the action of a child, i.e. nothing but wilful 
behaviour, is meant by the phrase ‘childlike state’, and that is to be 
practised by one desirous of salvation; or whether freedom from 
arrogance, pride, self-consciousness and so on are denoted by the 
phrase ‘childlike. state’ here, and these are to be practised by one 
desirous of salvation. If it be suggested that ‘childlike state’ means 
the state of a child, i.e. nothing but wilful behaviour; that is to be 
practised by one desirous of salvation, there being no reason for the 
restriction that only freedom from arrogance and the rest are to be 
practised and not simply wilful behaviour,— 

We reply: “Without manifesting’ one’s wisdom, generated 
through hearing and so on, one should desire to stay in the childlike 
state, i.e. be free from arrogance and the rest. Why? “On account 
of connection, " i.e. because the state of freedom from arrogance and 
so on alone can have any "connection" with the topic of discussion, 
while wilful behaviour can have no connection whatsoever with it, 
in accordance with the scriptural text: “Not one who has not refrained 
from bad conduct, not one who is not tranquil, not one who is not 
composed, not one who is not of peaceful mind, can obtain Him even 
through intelligence’ (Katha 2.24). Hence it is established that 
one desirous of salvation should have ‘childlike state’, i.e. freedom 
from arrogance and the like. 


Here ends the section entitled “Non-manifestation”’ (13). 


COMPARISON 
Srikantha 


Here he concludes the topic, viz. whether those who practise the 
vow called Pasupata are entitled to salvation or not. The prima facie 
view is that since such people do not belong to any stage of life, they 
are not so entitled. The answer is: "(Although the Pasupata- 
asrama) does not manifest itself, (ie. is not, a particular á$rama, 
yet) owing to (its) connection (with all the requisites of the stage of 
asceticism, such as, chastity and so on, it is called an 'atyüérama' 
or super-aSrama, and is the cause of salvation) ’’.! 


1 Sk. B. 3.4.49, pp. 415-416, Parts 10 and 11. 
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Baladeva 


He, like Nimbarka, takes this sütra (sütra 50 in his commentary) 
as forming an adhikarana by itself, but dealing with an entirely 
different topic, viz. the keeping of knowledge as secret. Hence the 
sūtra: “(Let one remain) without manifesting (ie. revealing the 
knowledge attained), on account of connection (i.e. tradition)". 
That is, when a preceptor teaches his disciple, he should ask the 


disciple to keep what he has learnt a strict secret, for such is the 
tradition !. 


Adhikarana 14: The section entitled “In this 
life”. (Sütra 50) 


SÜTRA 50 


"(THERE IS THE RISE OF KNOWLEDGE) IN THIS LIFE IF OBSTRUC- 
TION BE NOT PRESENT, ON ACCOUNT OF THAT BEING SEEN." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“If obstruction” be non-existent, then there is rise of knowledge 
“in this life”; if it be present, in the next, “on account of that being 
declared"' by the text: “Then Naciketas, having obtained the know- 
ledge declared by Death” (Katha 6.18 2) and so on. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Having stated the multitude of means that lead to the rise of 
knowledge,.the author is now considering its time. 

On the doubt, viz. whether through the means, demonstrated 
in the group of aphorisms ending with “Non-manifesting, on 
account of connection" (Br. St. 3.4.49), knowledge arises in this 
life or in the next,—the prima facie view is that in accordance with 
the scriptural text: “Let one desirous of salvation perform sacrifices”? 
(Tait. Sam. 2.5.53) and so on, people strive for only prosperity 


1 G.B. 3.4.50, pp. 299-300, Chap. 3. 
2 B. 
3 P, 208, line 27, vol. 2. 
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in the next life, but not for the rise of knowledge, knowledge being 
possible in this very life. 

With regard to it, we reply: “If obstruction", i.e. if the obstruc- 
tion to knowledge, viz. works which are dependent on particular 
place and time and are about to produce results other than knowledge, 
"be not present”. That is, if the group of means which lead to 
knowledge be performed well, there is the rise of knowledge “in this 
life"; if any obstruction to such works be present, then in the 
next. Why? “On account of that being seen,” i.e. because the rise 
of knowledge is found to take place in both ways. That in the absence 
of any obstruction, there is the rise of knowledge in this life is declared 
by the text: “Then Naciketas, having attained the knowledge declared 
by Death and this rule! of the Yoga entirely, attained Brahman 
and became stainless, deathless" (Katha 6.18). That through the 
means, practised in one life, there is the rise of knowledge iu another 
life is declared by the text: “Even when in the womb, Vamadeva 
perceived”. If there be a large number of obstructions, the attain- 
ment of knowledge is indeed very difficult, in accordance with the 
scriptural text: “He whom many, though hearing, know not” (Katha 
2.7). Hence it is established that the rise of knowledge takes place on 
the removal of obstructions. There is no fixed rule that knowledge 
arises in that very life in which the means were performed. 


Here ends the section entitled *'In this life” (14). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


He reads: 'Aihikam ap: aprastula-pratibandhe. ...''?. Inter- 
pretation same. This is sütra 51 in his commentary. 


Ramanuja 
He reads: “Aihikama aprastuta-pratibandhe....". Interpreta- 
tion of the word “aihikam’’ different, viz. “What belongs to this 


1 Our text reads “yoga-siddhi’’—a mis-quotation. Correct one “ Yoga- 
vidhi”. Vide Kasha, p. 120. 
2 §.B. 3.4.51, p. 894. 
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world (i.e. meditation aiming at worldly prosperity)’. That is, 
there are two kinds of meditation, viz. that which aims at worldly 
prosperity only (‘‘aihikam’’) and that which aims at final release. 
The former may or may not arise in this life according to the absence 
or presence of obstruction !; and similarly there is no fixed rule with 
regard to the latter also as will be shown in the next sütra. 


Bhaskara 


He reads: “ Aihikam aprasutam pratibandhena darédnat’’. Accord- 
ingly the sütra means: “(There is the rise of knowledge) in this life, 
(if the works which obstruct it have) not sprung up, through (the 
presence of such an) obstruction (however, there is the rise of know- 
ledge in the next world), because (that) is seen"'.2 "Thus, the import 
is the same as Nimbàrka's. This is sūtra 48 in his commentary. 


Srikantha 


His reading of the sūtra is like Ramànuja's reading. Interpreta- 
tion different, i.e. he is here speaking of the time of the rise of salva- 
tion and not of knowledge. Nimbarka speaks of this in the next 
sütra. Srikantha interprets the sütra thus: “(The result of medita- 
tion, viz. salvation, arises) in this life (i.e. as soon as the present body 
ceases), if obstruction be not present, on account of that being seen’’. 
That is, if there be no contrary karmas, then a knower attains release 
as soon as he dies. But if there be such karmas, he has to be re-born 
and exhaust them before he can attain release. Hence it is that even 
knowers like Vamadeva are seen to have re-births 3. 


Baladeva 


His reading too is like Ràmànuja's reading. Interpretation 
same. 


— — ———— e —À— du M — LL ew 


1 Sri. B. 3.4.50, p. 398, Part 2. 
? Bh. B. 3.4.48, (written as 3.4.49), p. 216. 
3 $k. B. 3.4.50, pp. 416-418, Parts 10 and 11. 
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Adhikarana 15: The section entitled “The 
fruit, viz. salvation". (Sütra 51) 


SÜTRA 51 


"SIMILARLY, (THERE IS) NON-RESTRICTION WITH REGARD TO THE 
FRUIT, VIZ. SALVATION, ON ACCOUNT OF ONE HAVING THAT STATE 
BEING ASCERTAINED, ON ACCOUNT OF ONE HAVING THAT STATE 
BEING ASCERTAINED."' 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Likewise, there is ‘‘non-restriction with regard to the fruit, viz. 
salvation", in accordance with the statement: “For him there is 
delay so long"' (Chànd. 6.14.2 !). 


Here ends the fourth quarter of the third chapter in the Vedànta- 
párijáta-saurabha, an interpretation of the Sariraka- 
mimamsa texts by the reverend Nimbarka. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The question as to when a secker attains knowledge, whether 
here or hereafter, has been considered above. Now, the question 
as to when one who has attained knowledge and is a secker of salvation 
attains salvation is being considered. 

The doubt is as to whether or not there is any universal rule 
that the fruit of knowledge, viz. salvation, arises only after the knower 
is freed from the body in which he has attained knowledge. The 
prima facie view is as follows :— 

As soon as the means are accomplished, the fruit may be attained 
at that very moment; hence the fruit arises immediately after he is 
freed from the body. 

With regard to it, we reply: “There is non-restriction with regard 
to the fruit, viz. salvation". That is, just as there is non-restriction 
or no universal rule with regard to the rise of knowledge,—viz. in the 
absence of obstructions, there is the rise of knowledge here; in their 
presence elsewhere,—'so"' there is "non-restriction" with regard 
to the fruit of knowledge, viz. “salvation’’, belonging to one who 
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has attained knowledge. If the works which have begun to bear 
fruits be absent, thon the fruit of knowledge, viz. salvation, belonging 
to the knower, arises after he is freed from the present body; but if 
they be present, then after ho is freed from still another body,—thus 
there is no fixed rule here. Why? “On account of one having that 
state being ascertained,” i.e. because the Chandogya text: “For him 
there is delay only so long as I am (i.e. he is) not free, then I sball 
(i.e. he will)! attain (Brahman)" (Chand. 6.14.2) speaks of “one 
having that state”, i.e. one having the state of a knower, or, one by 
whom knowledge has been obtained. Hence it is established that 
there is no fixed rule with regard to the fruit, viz. salvation. The 
repetition of the last words indicates the completion of the chapter. 


Here ends the section entitled “The fruit, viz. salvation” (15). 


Here ends the fourth quarter of the third chapter in the Vedànta- 
kaustuba, à commentary on the Sariraka-mimamsa by the reverend 
teacher Srinivasa, dwelling under the lotus-feet of tho reverend 
Nimbarka, the founder and the teacher of the sect of the holy 
Sanatkumara. 

And this third chapter, entitled “The means", concerned with 
the discussion about the knowledge of Brahman, is completed. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


Interpretation different, viz. “Similarly, (there is) no fixed rule 
with regard to the fruit, viz. salvation, on account of such a state 
being ascertained (to be Brahman)”. That is, the result of know- 
ledge is not subject to the same rule as the origin of knowledge. The 
latter may vary, i.e. take place here or hereafter; but the former is not 
subject to any variations, but is the same always, since Scripture 
declares salvation to be Brahman, the UNCHANGEABLE.? 


Ramanuja 


Interpretation same. He points out that just as there is no fixed 
rule with regard to the rise of the fruit of that kind of meditation 


— 


1 See V.K. 1.1.7. 2 §.B, 3.4.51, pp. 896 ff. 
20 


(so. 3. 4. 5l. 
780 VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA ADH. 15.] 


which aims at worldly prosperity (considered in the previous sütra), 
so there is no fixed rule with regard to the rise of the fruit of that of 
meditation which aims at salvation.! 


Bhaskara 


He interprets the first part, viz. "muktiphalàniyamab" like 
Nimbarka, the second part, viz. 'tadavasthàvdhrteh"' like Samkara. 
Thus, according to him the sütra means: although there is no fixed 
rule as to whether salvation is to arise here or hereafter, yet there is 
no non-fixity in the very nature of salvation, for salvation is nothing 
but the state of the Highest Lord.? 


Srikantha 


Interpretation different, viz. “(There is) no fixed rule that the 
fruit, viz. salvation (has grades like the fruit of karma) since (salva- 
tion) is ascertained to be that condition (viz. the state of Brahman)”. 
That is, salvation means attaining similarity with the Lord; hence 
the Lord being the same, salvation does not vary, though there may 
be gradations in the meditations.? 


Résumé 


The fourth quarter of the third chapter contains: 


(1) 51 sütras and 15 adhikaranas, according to Nimbarka; 
(2) 52 sütras and 17 adhikaranas, according to Samkara ; 
(3) 51 sutras and 15 adhikaranas, according to Ramanuja; 
(4) 49 sutras and 16 adhikaranas, according to Bhaskara; 
(5) 51 sütras and 17 adhikaranas, according to Srikantha; 
(6) 52 sütras and 16 adhikaranas, according to Baladeva. 


Sütra 46 in the commentaries of Samkara and Baladeva is not 


found in Nimbarka’s commentary. 
Bhaskara takes sütras 23 and 24 in Nimbarka’s commentary as 
forming a single sütra, and omits sütra 42. 


1 Srt. B. 3.4.51, p. 399, Part 2. 


2 Bh. B. 3.4.49, (writton as 3.4.50), p. 217. 
8 Sk. B. 3.4.51, pp. 418-419, Parts 10 and 11. 
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FOURTH CHAPTER (Adhyaya) 
FIRST QUARTER (Pada) 


Adhikarana 1: The section entitled "Repeti- 
tion". (Sütras 1-2) 


SÜTRA 1 


“REPETITION MORE THAN ONCE, ON ACCOUNT OF TEACHING." 


The interpretation of the Brahma-sütras, entitled Vedanta- 
pàrijáta-saurabha, composed by the reverend Nimbarka. 

There must be “repetition” of the means “more than once", 
*on account of the teaching" of the means that lead to a direct 
vision of Brahman, viz. “Should be heard, should be thought, should 
be meditated on”’ (Brh. 2.4.5, 4.5.6 1). 

The Commentary, the holy Vedànta-kaustubha, composed by 
the reverend teacher Srinivàsa. 

In the third chapter, the nature of the means were determined. 
Now, in this fourth chapter, that of the fruit or the result is being 
determined. Thus, in the first quarter, it will be established that the 
attainment of the fruit results straight on through the steady practice 
of the means. With a view to this, the means are to be repeated till 
death. Further, it will be clearly shown that a knower, having 
Brahman for his soul, attains salvation through the might of his 
knowledge, the cause of the cessation of the prior and subsequent 
works. It will also be proved that the end, viz. Brahman, is attained 
when there is a complete exhaustion of works, which have begun to 
bear fruits, by retributive experiences. In the second quarter, 
problems like the departure of a knower from the body and so on will 
be considered. In the third quarter, those of his going through .the 
path beginning with light will be discussed. In the fourth quarter, 
the real nature and attributes of one, who has attained Brahman 
and has his real nature manifest, will be determined. Now, first 
of all, the author points out that the means are to be practised more 
than once. 
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The doubt is as to whether the means leading to a direct vision 
of Brahman, mentioned in scriptural texts like: ‘ ''O ! the self is to be 
seen, to be heard, to be thought, to be meditated on. It is to be sought 
for, it isto be enquired into’”’’ (Brh. 2.4.5, 4.5.6), "Knowing him alone, 
one passes beyond death, there is no other way to salvation”’ (Svet. 
3.8, 6.15), “The knower of Brahmar attains the highest” (Tait. 2.1) 
and so on, are to be practised once, or are to be repeated more than 
once. With regard to it, the prima facie view is that they are to be 
performed once, there being no evidence for a repetition more than 
once. 

With regard to this, we reply: “Repetition”, i.e. thero must be 
a repetition, more than once, of the means leading to a direct vision 
of Brahman. Why? “On account of teaching," i.e. on account of 
the teaching of meditation, the means to a direct vision of Brahman, 
which teaching is preceded by that of hearing of and reflecting on 
the scriptural texts. The purport is this: The real knowledge of the 
meaning of texts cannot bo attained, through a mere hearing of the 
scriptural texts only once, even on the part of men like Svetaketu, 
the meaning of the Vedànta-texts being very difficult to be under- 
stood; otherwise, the repetition of tho text: ‘Thou art that" (Chand. 
6.8.7, etc.1) would have been meaningless. For this very reason, 
texts like: “Whom they do not know, though hearing" (Katha 2.7 2) 
and so on are not without meaning. For this very reason, considering 
that no understanding of the meaning of the Vedanta-texts is possible 
through a mere hearing of those texts in accordance with the injunc- 
tion about Vedic study, His Holiness composed this treatise. Thus, 
in the text: ' “O ! the self is to be seen ”’ (Brh. 2.4.5, 4.5.6) the teaching: 
‘to be heard’, aiming at a direct vision of Brahman, indicates that 
there is hearing more than once. If the direct vision of Brahman 
be attainable through a mere hearing of the scriptural texts about 
Brahman, celebrated in the passages: “From whom, verily, all these 
beings arise ” (Tait. 3.1), “ Brahman is truth, knowledge, infinite” (Tait. 
2.1) and so on, then the teaching “should be heard” (Brh. 2.4.5, 4.5.6) 
becomes futile. Exactly similar is the teaching: “Should be thought "' 
(Brh. 2.4.5, 4.5.0), iie. the teaching about thinking which means 
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1 Repeated nine times. Vide Chand. 6.8.7 ff. 


2 Correct quotation: “Synvanto’ pi vahavo yam na vidyoh”’. Vide Katha, 
pp. 35-36. 
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constantly reflecting on Reality. After that there is the teaching 
about meditation, viz. “Should be meditated on” (Brh. 2.4.5, 4.5.6), 
i.e. the teaching of meditation, which means an unbroken perception 
of Brahman, the object of hearing and thinking, and is the special 
cause of a direct vision of Him. On account of such a teaching, 
when the meditation on Brahman is practised more than once, then 
alone there is, through Brahman’s grace, a direct vision of Him, in 
accordance with the scriptural text: “But then he, meditating, sees 
him who is without part” (Mund. 3.1.8). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara, Bhaskara and Baladeva 


They all connect the word “asakrt’’ (more than ono) with the 
word 'updeáàt" and not with the word “avrtti’’. That is, according 
to them, the means are to be repeated because Scripture teaches 
them more than once, i.e. repeatedly.! 


SÜTRA 2 
“ AND ON ACCOUNT OF INFERENTIAL MARK." 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 
And on account of the Smrti passage: ‘“‘By force of practice, 
desire to attain me, O Dhanafijaya’’’ (Gita 12.9 2). 
Vedanta-kaustubha 


An inferential mark means Smrti. There are Smrti passages to 
this effect, such as ‘‘‘But through repetition O son of Kunti!” 
(Gita 6.35), ‘“ Desire to attain me, O Dhanaiijaya”’ (Gita 12.9), 
* Visnu is to be remembered always, and should never be forgotten. 
Let all injunctions and prohibitions be subordinate to these two” 


1 S.B. 4.1.1, p. 900; Bh. B. 4.1.1, p. 218; G.B. 4.1.1. 
2 Correct quotation: ‘“abhyasa-yogena’’. Not quoted by othors. 
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and so on. Hence it is established that the means to a direct vision 
of Brahman are to be repeated more than once. 


Here ends the section entitled “Repetition ” (1). 


COMPARISON 


Baladeva 


33 


He omits the “ca”. 


Adhikarana 2: The section entitled “Medita- 
tion under the aspect of Self". (Sutra 3) 


SOTRA 3 


"BuT ‘THE SELF’—SO (THEY ADMIT AND MAKE OTHERS) UNDER- 
STAND.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“This is my self" (Chand. 3.14.3, 41)—so the previous teachers 
“admit”. “This is your self" (Brh. 3.4.1, etc.2), so they teach the 
disciples. Hence the Highest Person is to be meditated on by one 
desirous of salvation as one’s own self. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


In the immediately adjoining section, it has been shown that 
the means are to be practised more than once. This suggests an 
absolute difference between the knower and the object known. Now 
we hasten to remove this misconception. 

The doubt is as to whether the object to be known, viz. Brahman, 
is to be meditated on as different from the knower or as the self of 
the knower? With regard to it, the prima facie view is: As different. 
Why? For the following reasons: First, the self, being within the 
range of the perception of the ‘I’, is easily knowable. Secondly, the 
means are, on the contrary, enjoined to be repeated more than once 
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for knowing the self in question. Thirdly, there are a great many 
scriptural and Smrti texts as well as aphorisms teaching a fundamental 
difference between Brahman and the individual soul like: “And on 
account of the designation of difference" (Br. Sü. 1.1.18), “But 
something more, on account of the indication of difference" (Br. Si. 
2.1.21) and so on. In this way, such a difference between Brahman 
and the individual soul being established by the direct evidence of 
one’s own realization, as well as by Scripture, no other supposition 
is to be made, in accordance with the condemnatory statement: “He 
who supposes the self to be otherwise than what it really is,—what 
sin is not committed by him, the thief, the stealer of his own self ?" 

With regard to it, we reply: “But ‘the self’—so (they) admit", 
since the Highest self is the whole of which the individual self is a 
part and since the former is the very soul of the latter, which can 
have no existence and activity independently of Him, just as the 
thousand-rayed sun, having independent existence and activity in 
contrast to its own rays, is their soul, and the rays are non-different 
from it. Similarly, the Lord should be known to be non-different 
from the individual souls. 

The word “but” indicates clearly the difference in nature between 
the individual soul and the Highest self, the non-knowing and the all- 
knowing. The relation of identity is possible between two things 
when they are non-different in some way or other. No identity is 
possible between a cow and a horse. Again, identity is not possible 
in the case of a single horse also. But there is a relation of identity 
between the effect and its cause, the attribute and its substratum, 
the power and its possessor,—i.e. only between two things which are 
both different and non-different. Otherwise, in accordance with the 
text: “All this, verily, is Brahman” (Chand. 3.14.1), the universe, 
consisting of the sentient and the non-sentient, must be non-different 
from Brahman in nature, which is impossible. 

Hence, the Lord is the soul of the meditating devotee,—a part 
of Brahman and different, indeed, from Him in nature,—as the tree 
is of the leaf, the substratum of light of light, the chief vital-breath 
of the sense-organs. Hence, both difference and non-difference are 
equally fundamental and natural. Thus, alone, texts like: “Thou art 
me, O lord Deity! I am ‘Thou’” and so on can have a meaning. 
For this very reason, again, the non-difference of the individual soul 
from Brahman being established,—as of the leaf from the tree, light 
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from its substratum,—texts like: “He who worships another deity, 
(thinking:) ‘The Deity is one, I another’, does not know, like a beast” 
(Brh. 1.4.10) and so on, too, fit in. Since between Brahman and the 
individual soul there is à non-difference of this kind which is not in 
conflict with difference, there is no contradiction of scriptural and Smrti 
passages and aphorisms like: “The conscious among the conscious" 
(Katha 5.13; Svet. 6.13), ‘“‘And I am superior to the imperishable as 
well" (Gita 15.18), “But on account of the teaching of something 
more" (Br. Si. 3.4.8), “Not the other, on account of inappropriate- 
ness?" (Br. Sa. 1.1.17) and so on, the relation of difference-non- 
difference between the two being approved by all Scriptures. Hence 
“This is my self" (Chand. 3.14.3, 4), “This is the inter soul of all 
beings" (Mund. 2.1.14),—so the previous teachers admit. “This is 
your soul, within all" (Brh. 3.4.1, 2; 3.5.1), “This is vour self, the 
inner controller, immortal” (Brh. 3.7.3, etc.), ‘‘‘ All this has that for 
its soul . . . Thou art that’’’ (Chand. 6.8.7) and so on,—so they 
teach their disciples the very same thing. In accordance with the 
Smrti passage as well, viz. ‘““I am the soul, O thick-haired one! 
dwelling within the heart of all beings’’’ (Gita 10.20), *'*Know me also 
as the knower of the field’’’1 (Gita. 13.2), it is established that the 
Highest Person is to be meditated op as one's own self. 


Here ends the section entitled “Meditation under the aspect of 
self " (2). 


Adhikarana 3: The section entitled "The Sym- 
bol". (Sütras 4-5) 


SÜTRA 4 


“NOT IN A SYMBOL, FOR THAT (IS) NOT (THE SELF).”’ 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


But the self is not to be sought for “in a symbol"; “that” is 
* not" the self of the meditating devotee. 


1 Le. the individual soul, the knower of the body. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now the author points out that similarly, the self is not to be 
sought for in a symbol. 

With regard to the meditations on symbols, such as, “Let one 
meditate on the mind as Brahman” (Chand. 3.18.1), ““He who medi- 
tates on name as Brahman” (Chand. 7.1.5) and so on, the doubt is 
as to whether the self is to be sought for in symbols or not. What is 
reasonable, to begin with? If it be suggested: It is to be done so 
indeed, symbolic meditations too being equally meditations on 
Brahman. 

We reply: The self is not to be sought for “in a symbol”, since 
"that", ie. the symbol, is not the soul of the meditating devotee, 
seeing that symbols like the mind and the rest are to be meditated on 
under the aspect of Brahman. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


The interpretation of the clause: ‘na hi sah” different, viz. “for 
he (i.e. the meditating devotee) does not (look upon the symbol as his 
self) ".1 

Baladeva 


He omits the word ‘“‘sah’’.2 


Bhaskara 


He omits the first “‘na’’.3 


SUTRA 5 


“THE VIEW OF BRAHMAN, ON ACCOUNT OF SUPERIORITY.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The viewing of the mind and the rest as Brahman is indeed proper, 
but not the viewing of Brahman as the mind and the rest, “‘on account 
of the superiority" of Brahman. 
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1 S.B. 4.1.4, p. 908. ? Bh. B. 4.1.4, p. 221. 
8 G.B. 4.1.4, p. 4, Chap. 4. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. In the above cases, let Brahman alone be 
the object to be meditated on, viewed as the mind and so on,—the 
author replies: 

The mind, name and so on are to be viewed as Brahman. Why ? 
“On account of superiority,” i.e. on account of Brahman’s superiority 
to the mind, name and the rest. But Brahman is not to be viewed 
as the mind, name and the rest. Just as to view & minister as the 
king is proper, but not the king as & minister, so is the case here. 
Hence it is established that the self is not to be sought for in a symbol. 


Here ends the section entitled “The Symbol" (3). 


COMPARISON 


Baladeva 


He takes this sütra as constituting an adhikarana by itself, 
concerned with an entirely different topic, viz. "The view of Brahman 
(is to be super-imposed upon the Lord), on account of superiority 
(of such a meditation)". That is, just as the Lord is to be meditated 
on as the self of the devotee, so He is to be meditated on as Brahman 
as well, i.e. as possessed of great attributes and powers, since such 
a meditation is the highest of all.! 


Adhikarana 4: The section entitled “The ideas 
of the sun and the rest". (Sütra 6) 


SUTRA 6 


“ AND THE IDEAS OF THE SUN AND THE REST (ARE TO BE SUPER- 
IMPOSED) ON THE SUBSIDIARY PART, ON ACCOUNT OF APPROPRIATE- 
NESS." 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 
With regard to the meditations, viz. “Verily, he who shines, let 
one meditate on him as the udgitha”’ (Chand. 1.3.1 2) and so on, “the 


1 G.B. 4.1.5, p. 7, Chap. 4. 2 $. R. Bh. SK. 
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ideas of the sun and the rest” are to be super-imposed on the udgitha 
and so on, on account of the superiority of the sun, etc. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Certain meditations, based on the subsidiary parts, are mentioned 
in Scripture thus: ‘Verily, he who is the sun, let one meditate on him 
as the udgitha" (Chand. 1.3.1) and so on. Here, on the suggestion 
that on account of the superiority of the udgitha and the rest,—as 
the subordinate parts of sacrificial acts which are means to an end,— 
to the sun, etc., which lead to no end, the ideas of the udgitha, etc., 
are to be super-imposed on the sun and so on—the author now states 
the correct conclusion. 

“The ideas of the sun and the rest," i.e. the views of the sun and 
the rest alone, are to be supcr-ifmposed “on the subsidiary parts", 
ie. on the subordinate members of sacrificial acts. Why? “On 
account of appropriateness," i.e. because the superiority of the sun 
and the rest is appropriate. When the udgitha and the rest are 
ceremoniously purified by being viewed as the sun, etc., then alone can 
the sacrificial acts come to produce results. Hence the superiority of 
the sun and the rest stands to reason. So it is established that the 
view of the sun, etc., is to be super-imposed on the udgitha and the rest. 


Here ends the section entitled “ The ideas of the sun and the 
rest " (4). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


He reads "angesu" instead of "ange"! 


Baladeva 


He too takes thie sütra as forming an adhikarana by itself, but, 
as usual, concerned with an entirely different topic, thus: “The ideas 
of the sun and the rest (as generating from the eyes of the Lord and 


1 $. B. 4.1.6, p. 9, Chap. 4. 
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80 on, should be super-imposed) on the limb (of the Lord), on account 
of appropriateness”, That is, the Lord is to be contemplated on as 
producing the sun from His eyes and so on.! 


Adhikarana 5: The section entitled "Sitting", 
(Sütras 7-11) 


SOTRA 7 


“SITTING, ON ACCOUNT OF POSSIBILITY.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


One should practise meditation, “sitting” only, since meditation 
is possible only on the part of one who is sitting. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been proved above that meditation, the special cause of a 
direct vision of Brahman, is to be repeated more than once. Now, 
the problem is being considered as to whether it is to be practised 
somehow without following any restrictive rule, or only in a sitting 
posture. 

On the doubt, viz. whether there is no restrictive rule how medita- 
tion is to be practised,—whether in a sitting posture, as lying down, 
walking or standing still; or whether there is a restrictive rule that it is 
to be practised in a sitting posture alone,—if the prima facie view 
be that there being no cause for such a restriction, there is no restrio- 
tion,— 

We reply: "sitting". Why? “On account of possibility,” 
i.e. because meditation is possible on the part of a devotee who is 
sitting. One who is lying down may fall asleep, while one who is 
walking or standing still may have his attention diverted owing to 
his effort for holding the body up and so on, and as such no meditation 
is possible on their part. 


1 G.B. 4.1.6, p. 9, Chap. 4. 
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SÜTRA 8 


* AND ON ACCOUNT OF CONTEMPLATION.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Meditation being of the form of contemplation, it is to be carried 
on in @ sitting posture alone. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


“And” meditation being of the form of contemplation, as evident 
from the text: “Should be meditated on"' (Brh. 2.4.5, 4.5.6); and 
contemplation, consisting of a continuous stream of ideas having the 
form of the object contemplated, being possible only on the part of a 
contemplating devotee who is sitting, there can be no question as to 
the propriety of the above restrictive rule,—this is the sense. 


SOTRA 9 


“AND WITH REFERENCE TO IMMOBILITY.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


In the text: “The earth contemplates, as it were” (Chand. 
7.6.11), the word ‘contemplates’ has been used “with reference to 
(its) immobility ". Hence one should practise meditation in a sitting 
posture only. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


In the scriptural text: “The earth contemplates, as it were. The 
heaven contemplates, as it were. Water contemplates, as it were. 
The mountains contemplate, as it were” (Chand. 7.6.1), the term 
‘contemplates’ has been used “with reference to the immobility” 
of the earth and the rest. On account of this indicatory mark too, 
meditation, having the form of contemplation, knowing and so on, 
is to be practised in a sitting posture alone. 


-- a: o mm eoma tam —— À a samt 
———— € 0 ÁÁ ——M M MÀ 


1 $. R. Bh. SK. B. 


(st. 4. 1. 10-11. 
792 VEDANTA-PARIJATA-SAURABHA ADH. 5.] 


SUTRA 10 


" AND SMRTIS DECLARE." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


"And the Smrti texts declare": "Having placed in a clean 
spot” (Gita 6.111) and so on. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


“And Smrti texts declare" that contemplation is possible only 
on the part of one who is sitting, thus: “Having placed, on a clean 
spot, one’s steady seat that is neither very high nor very low and 
consists of a cloth, deer-skin, and ku$a-grass, one over the other; 
having sat there on the seat, concentrating one’s mind and with the 
functions of the mind and sense-organs controlled, let one practise 
deep meditation for the purification of his self’ (Gita 6.11) and so on. 


SÜTRA 11 


"WHERE CONCENTRATION (IS POSSIBLE) THERE, ON ACCOUNT OF 
NON-SPECIFICATION."' 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


"Where" concentration of the mind is possible "there" one 
should practise meditation, there being no mention in Scripture of a 
special place and the rest over and above this. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


"Where," ie. in whatever place, time and so on, “concentra- 
tion” of the mind is possible, “there” meditation is to be practised, 
there being no mention in Scripture of a special place, time and so on. 
“In a clean level spot; free from pebbles, fire and sand; favourable to 
the mind by reason of sound, pond and so on; but not hurtful to 


1 Op. cit. 
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the eye; full of caves and free from wind,—let one apply one's self 
(to meditation)” (Svet. 2.10),—this text of the Svetaévataras also 
speaks of a place favourable to the concentration of the mind, but 
not of any special place and so on, as evident from the concluding 
phrase: (favourable to the mind’. Hence, it is established that 
meditation is to be carried on in a sitting posture. 


Here ends the section entitled "Sitting" (5). 


Adhikarana 6: The section entitled “Until 
death”. (Sūtra L2) 


SÜTRA 12 


"UNTIL DEATH, FOR THERE ALSO (IT) IS SEEN.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Meditation is to be carried on “until death”, since ‘‘there also" 
that “is seen"' in tho text: “Verily, having stayed thus as long as he 
lives " (Chand. 8.15.1 1) and so on. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been stated above that the means are to be practised 
repeatedly. Now, the duration of meditation is being considered. 

On the doubt, viz. whether meditation, denoted by the terms 
‘contemplation’, ‘knowing’ and so on, is to be finished within a short 
time, or is to be continued till the fall of the body,—if it be suggested 
that it is to be finished within a short time, that much being sufficient 
to satisfy the demands of tho scriptural texts which teach repetition 
more than one,— 

We reply: “Until death ". Meditation is to be continued unin- 
terruptedly until death. The word “for” states the reason for this: 
That there is the continuance of tho thought of the object to be medi- 
tated on “there also”, i.e. during that period (viz. from the beginning 
till death), “is seen", i.e. declared by the scriptural text: “Now, verily, 
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& person consists of purpose. With whatever purpose he departs 
from this world, that he becomes on departing to that world" (Sat. 
Br. 10.6.3, 11). The phrase: ‘consists of purpose’ means ‘is given 
primarily to contemplation’. Similarly, that there is the continuance 
of the thought of the object to be meditated on till life lasts is declared 
also by the scriptural text: “Verily, having stayed thus as long as he 
lives, he attains the world of Brahman” (Chand. 8.15.1); and in 
the Smrti passage: ‘‘‘ Remembering whatever being he leaves the body 
at the end, to that alone he goes, O son of Kunti, ever permeated by 
its nature’’’ (Gita 8.6). Hence it is established that meditation is to 
be continued day after day until death. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘Until death” (6). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


Although literally Samkara interprets the sütras 7-12 like 
Nimbarka, yet there is a great difference between them, viz. while 
Nimbàrka is speaking here of the meditation which leads to salvation, 
Samkara especially excludes such a meditation and speaks of that 
nieditation alone which leads to worldly prosperity. Thus, he points 
out that the rule about the posture of meditation holds good only 
in the case of that meditation which leads to worldly prosperity 
(“abhyudaya-phalopāsanā ”), but neither in the case of the meditation 
on the subordinate members of sacrifices (“karmangop&sana’’), nor 
in the case of the meditation which aims at real knowledge (“samyag 
daréanopàsanà ”’), since the first depends on action, the second on 
object.? Similarly, the rule regarding the duration of meditation 
does not hold good in the case of the meditation aiming at knowledge, 
since a jivan-mukta, i.e. one who has attained knowledge by medita- 
tion and has become freed thereby, need not carry on meditation 
further as long as he lives.? 
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1 P. 806, lines 14-16. 

2 $.B. 4.1.7, pp. 915-916. “Karmanga-sambandhigu tāvad upāsanegu 
karma-tantratvaét na aésnddi-cinté; nàpi samyag-daréane, vastu-tantratvat 
jãānasya ”. 

3 Op. cit., 4.1.12, p. 918. 
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Baladeva 


He interprets the phrase: "tatràpi" to mean ‘even after death’. 
That is, the devotee not only practises meditation as long as he lives, 
but even after death, i.e. even when ho is freed, since the Lord is so 


beautiful that he is drawn to worshipping Him, though not enjoined 
to do so.! 


Adhikarana 7: The section entitled *On the 
attainment of that". (Sutra 13) 


SÜTRA 13 


"ON THE ATTAINMENT OF THAT, (THERE FOLLOW) NON-CLINGING 
AND DESTRUOTION OF SUBSEQUENT AND PRIOR SINS ON ACCOUNT 
OF THE DESIGNATION OF THAT." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


There take place “the non-clinging and destruction of subse- 
quent and prior sins” on the part of a knower. Why? “On account 
of the designation,” viz. “To one who knows thus, evil deeds do not 
cling” (Chand. 4.14.3 2), “All his sins are burnt” (Chand. 5.24.3 3). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Thus, for indicating clearly that if one wishes to have the 
obstructions removed in order that he may directly attain the 
place of the Highest Person, one should resort to the means with 
the greatest carc, a discussion about the repetition of the means 
and so on was undertaken in the chapter dealing with the end. 
Now, the author shows how on the rise of knowledge all obstructions 
cease immediately. 

The text: “Just as water docs vot cling to the lotus-leaf, so no 
evil deeds cling to one who knows thus” (Chand. 4.14.3), declares 


1 G.B. 4.1.12, p. 15, Chap. 4. ‘‘Mokga-paryyantam upásanam karyyam iti. 
Tatrapi mokse ca." 

2 $. R. Bh. SK. B. 3 Op. cit. 
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that there is the non-clinging of the subsequent sins on the part of a 
knower. Again, the texts: “Just as a tuft of the Isika-reed placed 
on a fire is burnt up, so all his sins are burnt up” (Chand. 5.24.3), 
“And all his works decay when he who is high and low is seen ”’ 
(Mund. 2.2.8), declare that all his prior sins are destroyed. Here the 
doubt is as to whether the non-clinging and destruction respectively, 
of the subsequent and prior sins on the part of one who has attained 
knowledge are justifiable or not. If it be suggested: In accordance 
with the declaration: “A work done, good or bad, must necessarily 
be experienced " (Br. V.P. 26.701) and so on, the consequences of 
the work done must necessarily be undergone. Hence the non-clinging 
and destruction of subsequent and prior sins are not justifiable; tho 
scriptural texts about such non-clinging and destruction simply 
refer to the cessation of works the consequences of which have already 
been undergone,— 

We reply: “On the attainment” of knowledge, otherwise called 
‘steady remembrance’, ‘highest devotion’ and so on, through the 
maturity of such a meditation, “the non-clinging and destruction of 
subsequent and prior sins" are justifiable. Why? “On account 
of the designation of that,” i.e. on account of tho designation of tho 
non-clinging of the subsequent sins in the text: “To one who knows 
thus, evil deeds do not cling" (Chand. 4.14.13),—this designation 
cannot be taken to be referring to the non-clinging of works the 
consequences of which have already been undergone, since in their 
case there being no question of clinging at all, there is no sense in the 
denial ;—and on account of the designation of the destruction of prior 
sins in the passages: “So all his sins are burnt up" (Chand. 5.24.3), 
“And all his sins decay when he who is high and low is seen”? (Mund. 
2.2.8). This designation too cannot be taken to be referring to works 
the consequences of which have already been undergone since the 
destruction of such works holds good equally in the case of a non- 
knower; and since the declaration: “A work which is not experi- 
enced does not decay even in hundreds of millions of ages. It must be 
experienced necessarily" (Br. V.P. 26.70) and so on, refers to the 
case of non-knowers, and to works which have begun to produce 
consequences. Hence it is established that the non-clinging and 


1 P, 119, col. 2, line 12. 
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destruction of a knower’s subsequent and prior sins, sprung up from 
thoughtlessness, are indeed justifiable. 


Here ends the section entitled “On tho attainment of that" (7). 


Adhikarana 8: The section entitled “The 
other". (Sūtra 14) 


SÜTRA 14 


“OF THE OTHER TOO, (THERE IS) NON-CLINGING THUS, BUT ON THE 
FALL." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Since the good deeds also, aiming at selfish ends, are incompatible 
with salvation, just as the sins are, there result the non-clinging of 
the subsequent and the destruction of the prior (in their case too). 
Immediately after the non-clinging and destruction of the subsequent 
and prior (merits and sins), salvation arises at once “on the fall” of 
the body. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


In the immediately adjoining sütra, it has been said that there 
is the cessation of the knower's evil deeds, sprung up from thought. 
lessness. Now the author points out that there is the cessation of his 
good deeds no less. : 

If it bo suggested: subsequent and prior sins being harmful, 
let there be the non-clinging and destruction, respectively, of subse- 
quent and prior sins, through knowledge. But such non-clinging 
and destruction of good deeds through knowledge are not justifiable, 
since they being enjoined in Scripture are not incompatible with 
knowledge,—the author extends the above reasoning here too thus: 
“Of the other too". That is, asin the case of sins, there must be non- 
clinging and destruction, through knowledge, of what is other than 
sins, ie. of the good deeds too which aim at selfish ends. Why? 
On account of the designation of that, i.e. just as the evil deeds are 
designated as rejectible by one desirous of salvation, since they are 
incompatible with salvation, so the good deeds, too, are likewise 
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designated,—on account of that. And there is the designation of both 
good and evil deeds as equally rejectible, both being equally incom- 
patible with salvation. The following texts refer both to good and 
evil deeds: “All sins return therefrom” (Chand. 8.4.1). “He 
shakes off good and evil deeds" (Kaus. 1.4). “ Verily, he crosses both 
these" (Brh. 4.4.22). Thus, when there are no more good and evil 
deeds, which are incompatible with salvation, salvation arises at 
once “on the fall", i.e. on the fall of the body. The word "but" 
(in the sutra) implies emphasis. Hence it is established that the non- 
clinging and destruction of the good deeds, too, are justifiable. 


-— - 


Here ends the section entitled '''The other" (8). 


and 


COMPARISON 


Rāmānuja and Srikantha 


€€ 


Interpretation of the phrase: “pate tu” is different, viz. ‘There 
is the destruction of the good deeds, which facilitate knowledge, on 
the fall of the body and not here and now.! 


Adhikarana 9: The section entitled “The works 
the effects of which have not yet begun". 
(Sütra 15) 

SÜTRA 15 


“ BUT ONLY THOSE FORMER (WORKS) THE EFFECTS OF WHICH HAVE 
NOT YET BEGUN, BECAUSE TILL THAT." 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


On the attainment of knowledge, “the former” good and evil 
deeds, the effects of which have not yet begun, alone perish. Why ? 
Because in the scriptural text: “For him there is delay so long I am 
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1 Sri. B. 4.1.14, p. 416, Part 2; SK. B. 4.1.14, pp. 441-442, Parts 10 and 11. 
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(=he is) free; then I shall! (=he will) attain Brahman” (Chand. 
6.14.2 2), it is declared that salvation does not arise till there is the 
fall of the body. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been established that both good and evil deeds are de- 
stroyed through knowledge. Now, to the objection, viz. Let there be 
the destruction of those good and evil deeds, too, the effects of which 
have already begun,—the author replies here: 

On the doubt, viz. whether through knowledge there is the de- 
struction of all good and evil deeds, i.e. equally of those the effects of 
which have already begun and those the effects of which have not 
yet begun, or of those alone the effects of which have not begun,— 
if it be suggested: since no specification is mentioned in scriptural 
texts like: “And his works perish when he who is high and low is 
seen” (Mund. 2.2.8), “All sins are burnt up” (Chand. 5.24.3), there 
is the destruction of all without distinction,— 

The author states the correct conclusion: “Only those the effects 
of which have not begun yet”. The “former” good and bad deeds 
the effects of which have not begun yet alone perish through know- 
ledge, but not those the effects of which have already begun. Why? 
“Because till that,” i.e. because in the scriptural text: “For him there 
is delay only so long I am (=he is) not free; then I shall (=he will) 
attain (Brahman)" (Chànd. 6.14.2), it is doclared that there is delay 
for the knower till the fall of the body. This being so, the non-specific 
texts are to be interpreted in the light of the specific text. Hence 
it is established that through knowledge there is no destruction of 
those good and evil deeds the effects of which have already begun. 


Here ends the section entitled “The works the effects of which 
have not yet begun " (9). 


1 See V.K. 1.1.7. 
2 $, R, Bh, SK, B. 
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Adhikarana 10: The section entitled “Agni- 
hotra". (Sütras 16-18) 


SÜTRA 16 


“BUT THE ÁGNI-HOTRA AND THE REST (ARE TO BE PERFORMED) 
WITH A VIEW TO THAT EFFECT (VIZ. KNOWLEDGE) ALONE, ON 
ACCOUNT OF THE OBSERVATION OF THAT." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


It is not to be apprehended that through knowledge there results 
the cessation of the duties incumbent on one’s own stage of life, such 
as, Agni-hotra1, charity, austerity and so on. They are to be per- 
formed indeed, as they foster knowledge. The scriptural text about 
sacrifice and so on, prove them to be productive of knowledge. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been stated that through the might of knowledge, there 
results the non-clinging of the other too, i.e. of the good deeds too. 
Similarly, there results the non-clinging of the daily and occasional 
duties incumbent on one's own stage of life. Hence thoy are not to 
be performed,—this objection the author disposes of now. 

On the doubt, viz. whether the daily and occasional duties like 
the Agni-hotra and the rest are to be performed by a knower or not,— 
if it be suggested: Through knowledge there result the non-clinging 
and destruction of good and evil deeds. What is the use of performing 
them, seeing that there results the cessation of the Agni-hotra and the 
rest too, they too being good deeds equally ?— 

We reply: The word “but” clearly indicates the speciality of the 
Agni-hotra and the rest. “The Agni-hotra and the rest,” i.e. the daily 
and occasional duties incumbent on one's own stage of life, are to be 
performed by a knower “with a view to that effect alone”, 
viz. the production of knowledge alone. Why? “On account 
of the observation of that," i.e. because the text: “Him, the Brah- 
manas desire to know,? by sacrifice, by charity, by austerity, by 
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1 Oblation to fire. 
3 “By the recitation of the Veda.” 
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fasting" (Brh. 4.4.22) declares the duties incumbent on one’s own stage 
of life, such as, Agni-hotra and the rest, to be means to knowledge. 
Knowledge is to be acquired so long as life lasts. Hence the duties 
incumbent on the stages of life are to be performed so long as life 
lasts. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


Interpretation of the phrase “tat-karyyiya” different, viz. “for 
the sake of that effect (viz. salvation)". "That is, just as knowledge 
produces salvation, so does works like Agni-hotra and the rest.! Of 
course, Samkara points out that works are indirect means to salvation, 
ic. produce knowledge which produces salvation; while according 
to Bhaskara, it is a direct means. 


SÜTRA 17 


“FoR (THERE ARE) ALSO (GOOD AND BAD WORKS) OTHER THAN 
THESE (TO WHICH REFER THE TEXT) OF SOME (ABOUT THE DIVISION) 
OF BOTH (MERIT AND DEMERIT).”’ 


Ved4anta-parijata-saurabha 


“Other than" these works the effects of which have been pro- 
duced, viz. those that are productive of knowledge, there are "also" 
works the effects of which have not been produced. To theso refer 
the text of "some", designating the division “of both" merit and 
demerit, viz. “The friends, the good deeds, the enemies, the bad 
deeds "'.? 


Vedanta-kaustubha 
To the objection, viz. To what then does the following text 


refer to: “His sons inherit his property, his friends the good deeds, his 
enemies the bad deeds" ?—the author replies: 


1 S.B. 4.1.16, pp. 923-24; Bh. B. 4.1.16, p. 225. 
2 S, R, Bh, SK, B. 
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"Other than these" works which are productive of knowledge, 
there are "also" good and bad works the results of which have been 
obstructed by some works of greater strength. “As” some works 
are undertaken for the sake of selfish ends and what is prohibited is 
performed through thoughtlessness,! so the text “of some”, desig- 
nating the division ‘‘of both” merit and demerit, refer to these above 
works only. The declaration of non-clinging and destruction, viz. 
“The friends the good deeds, the enemies the bad deeds" should be 
known to be referring to those works. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bháskara 


They interpret the word ‘‘ubhayayoh”’ differently, viz. ‘(This 
is the view) of both (Jaimini and Báàdaràyana)'.? 


Raàmanuja and Srikantha 


According to them the word 'ubhayayob" means ‘(There are 
works) of both (kind, ie. either prior or subsequent to the rise of 
knowledge, which are obstructed from producing results) ’.3 


Baladeva 


He begins a new adhikarana here (three sütras), concerned with 
the case of some Nirapeksa devotees. Hence the sūtra: ''Because 
other than this (viz. the Chandogya text) (there is) another (text of 
Satyayanins) also, (there is the destruction) of both (good and evil 
prarabdha-karmas in the case of some nirapeksa devotees)’. That 
is, the Chàndogya text (Chand. 6.14.2) declares that a man has to 
wait until those works the effects of which have already begun to 
operate are exhausted. But this rule does not hold good in 
the case of some nirapeksa devotees, where, as declared by the text 
of the Saty&yanins, even their prarabdha good and evil deeds go to 
their friends and foes respectively. Thus, some nirapeksa devotees 


1 All these works are other than those which produce knowledge. 
2 S.B. 4.1.17, p. 925; Bh. B. 4.1.7, p. 226. 
3 Sri. B. 4.1.17, p. 418, Part 2; SK. B. 4.1.17, p. 448, Parts 10 and 11. 
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become free at once, without having to wait for the full exhaustion 
of their prárabdha-karmas.1 


SÜTRA 18 


'" BECAUSE ‘WHAT ALONE WITH KNOWLEDGE'—so (SCRIPTURE 
DECLARES)." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


For, with a view to indicating the strength and weakness of works, 
it is said, “What alone one does with knowledge" (Chand. 1.1.10 2). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The author here refers again to the greater potency of some 
works and the lesser potency of others, mentioned under the aphorism 
"For (there is) a separate fruit, (viz.) non-obstruction" (Br. Su. 
3.3.41). 

The text: “What alone one docs with knowledge that alone is 
more potent" (Chand. 1.1.10) dosignates the greater potency of some 
works and the lesser potency of others. Among these, works of greater 
strength first begin to produce their own fruits. Hence, when such 
works of greater strength are about to produce their fruits, certain 
other good and bad deeds of lesser strength, performed with a view 
to attaining certain ends, remain without producing those results, 
like à weak cow kept off from water, grass and so on by a stronger 
one. When the knower becomes free immediately after the decay 
of those works the effects of which have already begun, those above 
works go to his friends and foes respectively,—this is the sense. 
Hence it is established that with a view to the rise of knowledge, the 
duties incumbent on his own stage of life, such as, Agni-hotra and the 
rest, are to be performed by a house-holder; and works like aus- 
terity, muttering of prayers and so on by one who is bound by 
chastity. 


Here ends the section entitled *Agni-hotra" (10). 


1 G.B. 4.1.17, pp. 26-28, Chap. 4. ? $. R. SK. B. 
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COMPARISON 
Samkara 
He takes this sütra as forming an adhikarana by itself, concerned 
with the question of the two kinds of Agni-hotra, with or without 
knowledge, and points out that the former, of course, has a greater 


capability of producing knowledge, yet the latter too is not absolutely 
ineffective, but helps the rise of knowledge. 


Bhaskara 


He omits this sütra, pointing out that it is merely superfluous.? 


Baladeva 
He continues here the topic of the immediate destruction of the 
prarabdha-karmas of some nirapeksa devotees, and points out that 
since the celebrated Chandogya text (Chand. 1.1.10) shows the great 
potency of vidya, it is possible that through the grace of vidya even 
the pràrabdha-karmas may be destroyed at once.? 


Adhikarana 11: The section entitled “The 
destruction of others”. (Sütra 19) 


SUTRA 19 


"BuT HAVING DESTROYED THE OTHER TWO BY ENJOYMENT, 
THEN (HE) ATTAINS (BRAHMAN).” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“But having destroyed" the good and evil deeds, the effects of 
which have already begun, “by enjoyment", he “attains” Brahman. 


Here ends the first quarter of the fourth chapter in the Vedanta- 
parijata-saurabha, an interpretation of the Sariraka-mimamsa 
texts by the reverend Nimbaàrka. 


1 §.B. 4.1.18, pp. 925-926. 
? Bh. B. 4.1.17, p. 226. 
3 G.B. 4.1.18, p. 29. Chap. 4. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been established at the end of the third chapter that as the 
end, viz. knowledge, depends upon the cessation of the obstructions, 
viz. the works the effects of which have already begun, so there is no 
fixed rule with regard to the time when knowledge is going to arise 
actually.1 But here, it has been said that knowledge arises on the 
fall of the body.? Now, anticipating the enquiry, viz. Whence arises 
the cessation of the two kinds of works the effects of which have 
already begun? On the fall of which body is there salvation *— 
the author replies :— 

On the doubt, viz. Whether the good and evil works—the effects 
of which have already begun, other than the good and evil works the 
effects of which have not yet begun, which are the objects of the 
non-clinging and destruction, and are mentioned under the aphorisms: 
“On the attainment of that, (there are) non-clinging and destruction, 
of the subsequent and prior sins, on account of the designation of that” 
(Br. Sü. 4.1.13). “Of the other too (there is) non-clinging thus, but 
on fall (Br. Sa. 4.1.14), —aro to be experienced in the body in which 
knowledge originates, or to be experienced in another body,—if it 
bo suggested: Since another body is not desired, they are to be 
experienced in the body in which knowledge originates; on its fall, 
salvation arises,— 

Wo reply: The word “but” is meant for disposing of the objection. 
“Having destroyed the other two,” i.e. good and evil deeds the effects 
of which havo already begun, “by enjoyment", whether in the body 
in which knowledge originates or in another body, one “attains” 
Brahman, in accordance witb the text: "What is not experienced 
does not perish” (Br. V.P. 26.70). Hereby, tho means to tho removal 
of the obstruction to knowledge, exhibited under the aphorism; 
“In this world, if obstruction bo not present” (Br. Si. 3.4.10), too is 
explained. Hence, it is established that there is salvation when on 
the decay of the works, —thoe effects of which have already begun,—by 
enjoyment, there is the fall of the body at the completion of 
enjoyment. 


Here ends the section entitled “The destruction of others " (11). 


1 Vido V.P.S. 3.4.51. 
2 Vide V.P.S. 4.1.14. 
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Here ends the first quarter of the fourth chapter in the holy 
Vedànta-kaustubha, a commentary on the Sàriraka-mimümsà texts 
by the reverend teacher Srinivasa, dwelling under the lotus-feet of 


the reverend Nimbarka, the founder and teacher of the holy 
Sanatkumara. 


i ee de 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


Here he ends the discussion about the Nirapeksa devotee, thus: 
“Having given up the other two (viz. the gross and the subtle bodies), 
(the Nirapeksa devotee) then attains (ie. joins) in the enjoyment 
(of the Lord)’’.1 


Résumé 


The first quarter of the fourth chapter contains: 


(1) 19 sutras and 11 adhikaranas, according to Nimbarka ; 
(2) 19 sütras and 14 adhikaranas, according to Samkara ; 

(3) 19 sütras and 11 adhikaranas, according to Ràmànuja ; 
(4) 18 sütras and 13 adhikaranas, according to Bhaskara; 
(b) 19 sütras and 13 adhikaranas, according to Srikantha ; 
(6) 19 sütras and 13 adhikaranas, according to Baladeva. 


Bhàskara omits sütra 18 in Nimbarka’s commentary. 


G.B. 4.1.19. pp. 29-30, Chap. 4. 


FOURTH CHAPTER (Adhyàya) 
SECOND QUARTER (Pada) 


Adhikarana 1: The section entitled “Speech”. 
(Satras 1-2) 


SUTRA 1 


“SPEECH IN THE MIND, ON ACCOUNT OF OBSERVATION AND ON 
ACCOUNT OF SCRIPTURAL TEXT.”’ 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The text: “Speech merges into the mind” (Chand. 6.8.6 1) 
denotes the merging in, i.o. the connection of the organ of speech 
with, tho mind,—since it is found that the function of the mind con- 
tinues even when the organ of speech has ceased to function; “also 
on account of the scriptural text"': “Speech merges in the mind” 
(Chand. 6.8.6). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been said at the end of the previous quarter that the 
knower attains Brahman. Now, the knower’s departure from the 
body for attaining Brahman and similar problems are being consi- 
dered, First, the author determines the mode of departure which is 
common to a knower and a non-knower. 

The doubt is as to whether in the text: “Of this person, my dear, 
who has departed, speech merges into the mind, the mind in the vital- 
breath, the vital-breath in fire, fire in the Highest Divinity" (Chand. 
6.8.6), the merging of the function of speech in the mind is denoted 
or of speech alone having the function. If it be suggested that the 
functions of specch and so on are directed to their respective objects 
by the mind. Hence the merging of tho function of speech in the 
mind stands to reason— 

We reply: Speech alone having the function merges in the mind. 
Why? “On account of observation," ie. the function of the mind 
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is observed to continue even when the organ of speech has ceased to 
function. Apprehending the objection that this is possible even if 
there be the merging of only the function of speech, the author states 
the main reason: “And on account of scriptural text ”, i.e. on account 
of the text: “Speech merges in the mind”’ (Chand. 6.8.6). There is 
no text to the effect that the function of speech merges in the mind. 
‘Merging’ is to be understood here as denoting ‘connection’ and 
not ‘absorption ’, since the absorption of speech into the mind, which is 
not its material cause, is impossible,! since in order that the non- 
knower 2 may obtain another body, it is essential that speech should 
continue, and since it will be stated further on 8 that speech and the 
rest are absorbed in the Highest Soul alone. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


Interprotation different. In direct opposition to Nimbarka, who 
holds that the organ of speech is connected with the mind, they point 
out that the function of speech and not the organ of speech merges 
in the mind.4 

Further, the most fundamental point of difference between 
Nimbarka and Samkara is that Samkara all throughout makes a dis- 
tinction between the higher knower and the lower knower, i.e. one 
who knows Brahman as identical with himself, and one who meditates 
on Brahman as different from himself. Hence, while according to 
Samkara, this quarter deals with the path of gods belonging only to 
the lower knowers or worshippers of the qualified Brahman,5 according 
to Nimbàrka, this is the highest path belonging to all knowers. 


1 Lo. a thing is absorbed in its material cause alone, a gold ear-ring into 
gold. 
2 This mode of departure is common to knowers and non-knowers, as 
pointed out above, and a non-knower is born again. 

3 Vide Br. Sü. 4.2.14. 

* S.B. 4.2.1, pp. 929-930; Bh. B. 4.2.1, p. 227. 

5 While the higher knowers do not need to travel through any path to 
attain Brahman, but attain Brahman then and there as soon as real knowledge 
dawn. Vide $B. 434. As we shell «ee, Gamera takes the entire Pada as 


referring to lower knowers, oxcopt sutras 12-16 (12-15 according to Nimbark ae 
numbering). 
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Srikantha 


He also holds that when Scripture says that speech merges in 
the mind, it means that the function of speech merges in the mind.1 


Baladeva 


He is of the opinion that both the organ of speech itself and its 
function are connected with the mind.2 


SUTRA 2 


“FOR THESE VERY REASONS, ALL AFTER (SPEECH)." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


* After" speech, all the sense-organs merge in the mind, on account 
of that being observed and on account of the scriptural text: “With 
the sense-organs merged in the mind "' (Pragna 3.9 8). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


“For these very reasons,” i.e. on account of observation and on 
account of scriptural text, “after’’ the organ of speech, all the sense- 
organs, too, merge in the mind. The fact observed, to begin with, 
is just the same as before.4 The scriptural text, on the other hand, 
is as follows: “Hence he whose heat has ceased attains re-birth with 
his sense-organs merged in the mind" (Pragna 3.9). Hence it is 
established that the sense-organs like speech and the rest are united 
with the mind. 


Here ends the section entitled “Speech” (1). 


— —Ó — M MÀÀ— Sf — oa À— MÀ —: 


1 SK. B. 4.2.1, p. 461, Parts 10 and 11. 
2 G.B. 4.2.1. 


3 $, R, Bh, SK. 
4 Viz. that the mind continues to function even when the function of the 
Organ ceases. 
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COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


Here too they hold that the functions of speech the other sense- 
organs merge into the mind. They add a “ca” after “ata eva’’.} 


Srikantha 


He too adds a “ca”, as before, he holds that the functions of the 
other sense-organs merge in the mind.? 


Adhikarana 2: The section entitled “The Mind". 
(Sütra 3) 


SÜTRA 3 


“THAT MIND IN THE VITAL-BREATH, ON ACCOUNT OF WHAT IS 
SUBSEQUENT.” 


Vedānta-pārijāta-saurabha 


And that is united with the vital-breath. 


Vedānta-kaustubha 


Now the author points out that that is united with the vital- 
breath. 

To the enquiry: In what does mind, connected with speech and 
the rest, merge ?—we reply: “That”, i.c. the mind, connected with 
speech and the rest, merges in the vital-breath. Why? ‘On account 
of what is subsequent," i.e. on account of the subsequent text: “The 
mind in the vital-breath" (Chand. 6.8.6). Thus, it is established 
that the mind, connected with all the sense-organs, is united with the 
vital-breath. 


Here ends the section entitled “The Mind" (2). 


1 S.B. 4.2.2, p. 931; Bh. B. 4.2.2, p. 227. 
2 SK. B. 4.2.2, p. 450, Parts 10 and 11. 
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COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bháskara 


As before, they hold that the function of the mind is merged in 
the vital-breath. They add a “ca” after “ata eva”.1 


Srikantha 


Srikantha holds, as beforo, that the function of the mind merges 
in the breath.2 


Adhikarana 3: Thesectionentitlod “Theruler”. 
(Sütra 4) 


SOTRA 4 


“THAT IN THE RULER, ON ACCOUNT OF ITS APPROACH AND SO ON.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The vital-breath is united with the individual soul. Why ? 
On account of the texts indicating “its approach", viz. ‘Thus, 
verily, do all the vital-breaths approach together to the soul at the 
time of death" (Brh. 4.3.38 3), “He going out, the vital-breath goes 
out after him” (Brh. 4.4.24), “Or, who staying should I stay?” 
(Praéna 6.35). The vital-breath, connected with the individual soul, 
is united with fire,—this is the resultant meaning. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Thus, the meaning of the text “The mind in the vital-breath”’ 
(Chand. 6.8.6) has been determined. Now, the author states the 
meaning of the text: “The vital-breath in fire" (Chand. 6.8.6). 

On the doubt, viz. whether tho text: “The vital-breath in the 
fire (Chand. 6.8.6) denotes that the vital-breath is united with fire or 
with the individual soul,—the prima facie view is: Just as in the 
previous cases, it is known from scriptural texts that speech is united 


- D — . n a — — — € 
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1 S.B. 4.2.3, p. 931; Bh. B. 4.2.3, p. 227. 

2 SK. B. 4.2.3, p. 452. 3 S, R, Bh, SK, B. 
4 S, R, Bh. 5 R. 
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with the mind and the mind with the vital-breath, 8o too, it is 
definitely ascertained from a scriptural text that the vital-breath is 
united with fire alone. Compare: ‘‘ The vital-breath into the fire” 
(Chand. 6.8.6). 

With regard to this, we reply: “That, i.e. the vital-breath with 
which the mind is united, merges “in the ruler", i.e. in the individual 
soul, the ruler of the body and the sense-organs, i.e. is united with it. 
Why? “On account of its approach,” i.e. on account of its approach, 
going after and staying. Thus, to begin with, the approach of the 
vital-breath to ‘the ruler’ is declared in the scriptural text : “Just as 
the servants go towards a king who wishes to set on a journey, so do 
all vital-breaths approach together to the soul at the time of death 
(Brh. 4.3.38). The going after of the vital-breaths with ‘the ruler 
is declared in the scriptural texts: “When he comes to breathe up- 
wards” (Brh. 4.3.38), “He going out, the vital-breath goes out after 
him” (Brh. 4.4.22). The staying of the vital-breath with ‘the ruler’ 
is declared in the scriptural text: *'*Who going out, shall I go out, or 
who staying stay ?"' (Pragna 6.3). "Tho vital-breath, united with the 
individual soul, is united with fire. Hence it is established that the 
vital-breath being united with the individual soul is again united with 
fire together with it. 


Here ends the section entitled “The ruler" (3). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


As before, they hold that the function of the vital-breath is 
merged in the individual soul. 


Srikantha 


He reads: "adhyaksena" in place of "adhykse"' 2. Interpreta- 
tion same. 


1 S.B. 4.1.4, p. 932; Bh. B. 4.1.4, p. 228. 
2 $K. B. 4.1.4, p. 452, Parts 10 and 11. 
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Adhikarana 4: The section entitled “The ele- 
ments". (Sütras 5-6) 


SÜTRA 5 


"[N THE ELEMENTS, ON ACCOUNT OF THE SCRIPTURAL DECLARATION 
TO THAT EFFECT." 


Vedanta-parijata -saurabha 


And that (viz. the nnion) of that (viz. the vital-breath) which 
is connected with the soul takes place “with the elements", since in 
the text: “Composed of the earth, composed of wator, composed of the 
air, composed of the ether, composed of fire" (Brh. 4.4.51), the soul 
is declared to be composed of all the elements. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been established that the vital-breath being connected with 
the ruler is connected with fire. Now the meaning of the word ‘fire’ 
is being considered. 

‘On account of its approach and so on,’ the vital-breath is united 
with fire. Now, the question is whether the vital-breath is united 
with fire alone or with the elements together with fire. If it be sug- 
gested that on account of the scriptural text: “The vital-breath in 
fire” (Chand. 6.8.6) it is united with fire alone— 

We reply: “In the elements”, i.e. the words ‘in fire’ mean ‘in 
the elements together with fire. Why? “On account of the scrip- 
tural declaration to that effect," io. because in the scriptural text: 
“Composed of the carth, composed of water, composed of the air, 
composed of the ether, composed of fire” (Brh. 4.4.5), the soul that is 
moving on is declared to be composed of all tho elements. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


“Tac chruteh” interpreted differently, viz. on account of the 
scriptural text to that effect, (viz. Chand. 6.8.6 ?). 


nie —— nn ee e 


1 R, B. 2 S.B. 4.2.5, p. 933. 
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Bhaskara 


Reading different, viz. “. .. atah $ruteh". He interprets the 
word “éruteh” like Samkara.! 


SUTRA 6 


“NOT IN ONE, FOR (SCRIPTURE AND SMRTI) SHOW.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


But such a union is not possible with one element. Scripture and 
Smrti “show” that one element is incapable of producing effects 
thus: ‘“ Let me make each of them tripartite "' (Chand. 6.1.3 2). 

“ These (elements), possessed of various powers but separate, were 
unable, hence, to produce beings without aggregation, (i.e.) without 
coming together entirely” (V.P. 1.2.48 9). 


Vedànta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. the text. “Composed of the earth” (Brh. 
4.4.5) and so on is justified even if it be admitted that the soul is 
united with fire and tbe rest successively (and not simultaneously),— 
the author says: 

* As” the scriptural and Smrti texts, viz. ‘“‘ Having entered with 
this living soul, let me evolve name and form ; let me make each of 
the three tripartite’’’ (Chand. 6.3.2-3), “These (elements), possessed 
of various powers (but) separate, were unable to produce beings with- 
out aggregation, (ie.) without coming together entirely. Having 
come together through mutual conjunction, dependent on one another, 
beginning with mahat and ending in visega they produced, forsooth, 
the egg" (V.P. 1.2.48-50*) “show” that a single element is in- 
capable of producing effects, —so “no” union of the vital-breath, joined 
with the soul, “with one", viz. with one of fire and the rest succes- 
sively, is possible. Hence in the text: “The vital-breath in fire" 
(Chànd. 6.8.0) the word 'fire' means 'fire connected with other ele- 


M ———— + 


1 Bh. B. 4.2.5, p. 228. 2 R, B. 3 P. 19. 
4 Excluding the 2nd line of verse 49 and 1st line of verse 50. 
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ments’. Therefore, it is established that the soul is united with all 
the elements. 


Here ends the section entitled “The elements" (4). 


COMPARISON 


Thus, we have four different views :— 

(1) According to Nimbarka and Rāmānuja, first the organ of 
speech is connected with the mind, and then the other sonse-organs; 
the mind with the breath; the breath with the soul; the soul in the 
elements. 

(2) According to Samkara and Bhaskara, first the function of the 
organ of speech (and not the organ itself) is merged in (and not con- 
nected with) the mind, and then the functions of other sense-organs, 
the function of the mind in the breath; that of the breath in the soul, 
and tho soul abides in the elements. 

(3) According to Srikantha, first the function of speech is merged 
in the mind and then the functions of other sense-organs; and the 
function of the mind in the breath. So far he agrees with Samkara 
and Bhaskara. But as to the rest, ho agrees with Nimbarka, viz. 
that the breath is connected with (and not merged in) the soul, the 
soul with the elements. 

(4) According to Baladeva, first speech is connected with the 
mind both organically and functionally and then the other sense- 
organs; the mind with the breath, the breath with the soul and so on. 


Adhikaiana 5: The sūtra entitled "Up to the 
beginning of the path". (Sütras 7-13) 
SÜTRA 7 
* AND SAME UP TO THE BEGINNING OF THE PATH, AND THE (KNOWER 
ATTAINS) IMMORTALITY WITHOUT HAVING BUENT." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The scriptural text: “There are a hundred and one veins of the 
heart. Of these, one goes out through the crown of the head. Going 
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up through it, one goes to immortality. The others are for departing 
in other directions" (Chand. 8.6.61), declares that a knower, too, 
depurts from the body through a particular vein. This being so, the 
mode of a knower’s departure up to the beginning of the path, i.e. 
till entering into the vein, is just “the same” (as that of a non-knower). 
The scriptural declaration of “the immortality” of the knower here 
and now, viz. “When all those desires which abide in the heart are 
loosened, then a mortal becomes immortal" (Brh. 4.4.7?) really 
means that a knower’s prior sins are destroyed and subsequent sins 
do not attach to him any more 8, and not that his connection with 
sense-organs and the like is destroyed all at once. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now, it is being considered as to whether or not the mode of 
departing from the body is the same for both knowers and non- 
knowers. 

On the doubt, viz. whether this mode of departure holds good 
only for one who does not know, or equally for a knower and a non- 
knower,—if it be suggested that as the Brhadáranyaka-text: ‘When 
all those desires which abide in the heart are loosened, then a mortal 
becomes immortal, attains Brahman here" (Brh. 4.4.7), declares that 
a knower attains immortality here and now,—so the departure is for 
the non-knower alone,— 

We reply: “And the same up to the beginning of the path". 
The word “and” implies emphasis. The words: “up to” indicate 
the limit. “Up to the beginning of the path,” the mode of departure 
is the "same" for a knower and a non-knower; that is, up to the 
beginning of the path which begins with light, or prior to the soul's 
entrance into the vein. The Chàndogya declares that a knower too 
departs from the body through the vein that passes out of the crown 
of the head. Compare the text: “There are a hundred and one 
veins of the heart. Of these, one goes out through the crown of the 
head. Going up through it, one goes to immortality. 'The others 
are for departing in other directions" (Chand. 8.6.6). A difference, 
however. is stated with regard to the entering into the vein, thus: 
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1 §, R, SK, B. 2 $, R, SK, B. 
3 Vide Br. Si. 4.1.13. 
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“For the tip of his heart is lighted up. By that light, this soul goes 
out, either through the eye, or through the head or through any other 
part of the body” (Brh. 4.4.2). Thus, one who wishes to go to Brah- 
man departs through the vein which passes out of the crown of the 
head; while à non-knower departs through the eye and the rest, and 
goes to heaven or hell—this is the difference.! 

"And the immortality, without having burnt.” The word 
"and" implies emphasis. The words “without having burnt" 
(anuposya) are a form of the root ‘ug’ meaning ‘to burn’. That 
immortality which one attains without having one's connection with 
the body, sense-organs and so on burnt, ie. which consists in the 
non-clinging and destruction of subsequent and prior sins, is what is 
denoted by the text: “When all these desires which abide in the heart 
are loosened, then a mortal becomes immortal" (Brh. 4.4.7). Here 
the phrase “attains Brahman" means that one attains Brahman at 
the time of meditation through direct realization. Hence tho departure 
of a knower too is justifiable. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


The term “anuposya” means according to him ‘without having 
burnt (nescience)'. 'That is, the passage in question (Brh. 4.4.7) 
means that the lower knower (with whom the entire pida is concerned, 
according to Samkara, as noted above) attains a sort of relative 


immortality only.? 


SÜTRA 8 


“THAT, ON ACCOUNT OF THE DESIGNATION OF TRANSMIGRATORY 
EXISTENOE UP TILL ENTERING." 


Vedànta-pàrijáta-saurabha 


“That” immortality is to be understood as that which takes 
place without one's connection with the body being burnt indeed. 


uu IR sn icr. 
1 Vide Br. Si. 4.2.16. 2 S.B. 4.2.7, p. 936. 
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Why? “On account of the designation of transmigratory existence” 
up till release in the passage: “For him there is delay only so long I 


am (=he is) not free; then I shall (=he will)! attain (Brahman)” 
(Chand. 0.14.2 2). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


“That” immortality is to be known as belonging to one who has 
not his connection with the body and the rest burnt or completely 
destroyed. Why? "On account of the designation of transmigra- 
tory state up till entering," in the passage: ‘‘ For him there is delay 
only so long I am (=he is) not free; then I shall (=he will) attain 
Brahman" (Chànd. 6.14.2), "Having shaken off sin as the horse his 
hairs, having shaken off the body as the moon frees itself from the 
month of Ràhu, I, with the self obtained, pass into the uncreated 
world of Brahman” (Chand. 8.13). “Entering” means ‘attaining 
the nature of Brahman’, and this takes place when one has reached a 
particular region through the path beginning with light. Prior to 
that, the soul is subject to transmigratory existence. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


Interpretation different. They begin a new adhikarana here 
(four sütras), renewing the discussion left incomplete at the end of the 
adhikarana previous to the last. Thus, fire and other elements, in 
which the soul has taken its abode, merge in the Highest Being. The 
question is: What is meant by the term ‘merging’ here? It may be 
suggested that it means absolute or complete merging, just like the 
merging of a thing into its own material cause. The answer is: “(It 
is only a relative merging and not absolute) since that (viz. the aggre- 
gate of elements continues to exist) up till entering, (i.e. salvation), 
on account of the designation of transmigratory existence ". That is, 
the aggregate of elements or the subtle body in which the soul has 
taken its abode, is not dissolved in Brahman at once at the time 


of death, but accompanies one till the rise of perfect knowledge or 
salvation.® 


i R. 2 See V.K. 1.1.7. 
3 Ś.B. 4.2.8, p. 916; Bh. B. 4.2.8, p. 229. 


[sC. 4. 2. 9. 
ADH. 5.] VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA 819 


Srikantha 


He begins a new adhikarana here. Interpretation same. 


SUTRA 9 


“THE SUBTLE (BODY FOLLOWS) BECAUSE THUS IT IS KNOWN FROM 
PROOF.” 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“The subtle" body of the knower follows, “because thus it is 
known from proof", viz. from the text: “To him he should say" 
(Kaus. 1.51), “<The real’ 2, he should say” (Kaus. 1.6 8). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


For this reason too, by the text: “Then a mortal becomes immor- 
tal”? (Brh. 4.4.7), that immortality is referred to which belongs only to 
a knower who has his connection with the body unburnt, since “the 
subtle" body follows. Why? “Because it is known from proof." 
The proof to this effect is the text designating a dialogue botween the 
knower, going through the path of gods, and the moon, viz. “To him 
he should say” (Kaus. 1.5), “ ‘The real’, he should say" (Kaus. 1.6). 
From this proof, the persistence of the subtle body is definitely known. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bháüskara 


Interpretation different, viz. “(The aggregate of fire and other 
elements which form the body accompanying the soul is subtle, be- 
cause it is known to be thus from proof (viz. from the fact that the 
soul goes out through a small opening like the veins) "".* 
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1 R, B. 
2 Correct quotation: “Satyam iti". Vide Kauş. 1.6, p. 114. 
3 R, B. 

4 §.B. 4.2.9, p. 936; Bh. B. 4.2.9, p. 229. 
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SUTRA 10 


"HENCE NOT (THE IMMORTALITY WHICH TAKES PLACE) THROUGH 
THE DESTRUCTION (OP THE BODY)." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


"Hence" the text: “Then a mortal becomes immortal" (Brh. 
4.4.7 1) does “not” speak of an immortality which takes place “through 
the destruction ” of one's connection with the body. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


“Hence,” i.e. on account of the group of reasons stated above, 
the scriptural text: “Then a mortal becomes immortal” (Brh. 4.4.7) 
does “not” speak of an immortality which takes place “through the 
destruction" of one's connection with the body. 


COMPARISON 


Samkara and Bhàskara 


Interpretation different, viz. “Hence (ie. on account of its 
subtleness), (the subtle body is) not (destroyed) through the burning 
(of the gross body) "'.? 


SÜTRA 11 


“AND OF THIS ALONE (IS) THE HEAT, ON ACCOUNT OF APPROPRIATE- 
NESS.” 
Vedānta-pārijāta-saurabha 


“ Heat,” which is an attribute of the subtle body, is felt in 
the gross body, “on account of appropriateness”, i.e. because when 
it (viz. the subtle body) is not present, that (viz. heat) is not felt. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


“ Heat" which is an attribute “of this alone", i.e. of the 
subtle body alone, is felt in the gross body so long as it is alive. Why ? 


1 R, SK, B. 2 §.B. 4.2.10, pp. 936-937; Bh. B. 4.2.10, p. 229. 
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"On account of appropriateness,"— i.e. because when the subtle 
body is present, heat is felt in the gross body; when it is not present, 
that is not felt in it too. Thus, from such positive and negative 
evidences, it is known that heat is an attribute of the subtle body. 
For this reason also, the mode of departure of a knower and a non- 
knower is the same up to the beginning of the path,—this is the sense. 


COMPARISON 


Samkara and Bhaskara 


They add an “esa” after “upapateh”. Interpretation same.! 


SUTRA 12 


"Ir 1T BE OBJECTED THAT ON ACCOUNT OF THE DENIAL, (WE 
REPLY:) NO, (THAT REFERS TO THE GOING OUT OF THE SENSE- 
ORGANS) FROM THE EMBODIED SOUL, FOR (THE TEXT) OF SOME 
(MAKES THIS) CLEAR." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If it be objected that on account of the denial, viz. “Now, he 
who does not desire, who is without desire, who is free from desire, 
who has attained his desire, who desires for the self,—his sense-organs 
do not go out" (Brh. 4.4.6 2), a knower’s departure from the body 
is not justifiable,—we reply: There is no such contradiction, since 
that this is a denial of tho departure of the sense-organs “from the 
embodied soul”, the topic of discussion, is clear from the reading 
“of some”, viz. “From him the vital-breaths do not depart” (Sat. 
Br. 14.7.2, 83). Scripture denies their departure from tbat alone. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be objected: Under the aphorism: “And the same up to the 
beginning of the path” (Br. Si. 4.2.7) it has been established that a 


nel 
a 


1 S.B. 4.2.12, p. 937; Bh. B. 4.2.12, p. 229. 

2 §,R, Bh, SK, B. 

3 P. 1089, line 8. 8, R, Bh, SK, B. Le. the Kanva recension reads “tasya” 
which might have given rise to some misunderstanding. But the Mādhayandina 
recension reads “tasmāt” leaving no room for doubt. 
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knower, too, departs from the body. That does not stand to reason, 
“On account of the denial" of a knower's departure from the body, 
in the scriptural text: “Now he who does nct desire, who is without 
desire, who is free from desire, who has attained his desire, who desires 
for the self,—his sense-organs do not go out. Having become Brah- 
man alone, he enters into Brahman” (Brh. 4.4.6) and so on. 

We reply: “No”. This denial is not a denial of the departure 
of the soul from the body. Having referred to the embodied soul, 
the topic of discussion by the word ‘him’ in the text: “Now, he who 
does not desire", the text goes on to deny the departure of those 
sense-organs "from the embodied soul" by the clause: “His sense- 
organs do not go out”, since by the sixth case ‘his’, the body, which 
is not mentioned before as connected with the sense-organs is not 
referred to. By the texts: “By that light, this soul goes out” (Brh. 
4.4.2), ' He going out, the vital-breath goes out after him” (Brh. 
4.4.2), "He assumes another newer and à more auspicious form" 
(Brh. 4.4.4) and so on, it is suggosted that during the state of trans- 
migratory existence, the sense-organs of the embodied soul depart in 
order that there may be tho origin of à new body,—and it is this that 
is denied here, Further, it is suggested that at the time of the knower's 
departure from the final body, set up so long by the works the effects 
of which have already begun, he is separated from the sense-organs,— 
and this too is denied. The sense is that these sense-organs accompany 
him as he proceeds through the path of gods, and are not separated 
from him prior to his attaining Brahman. In the reading “of some" 
branches, viz. “From him the sense-organs do not depart" (Sat. 
Br. 14.7.2, 8), there is an explicit denial of the departure of the sense- 
organs from the embodied soul, mentioned as the topic of discussion 
thus: “He who is without desire, who is free from desire, who has 
attained his desire" (Sat. Br. 14.7.2, 8), and indicated as an ablative 
by the fifth case-ending. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


He breaks it into two different sütras: "Pratisedhàt ..... 
$Arirát" and “spasto..... ekegam’’, and takes the first as the prima 
facie view, the second as the correct conclusion. Thus, he arrives 


1 Pp. 937.38. 
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at an exactly opposite conclusion to that of Nimbarka, viz. those who 
meditate on qualified Brahman, go out of their bodies and travel 
through the path of gods, and not higher knowers. Accordingly he 
takes this section, viz. sütras 12-141 as referring to higher knowers 
only. But Nimbarka, as we have seen, makes no such distinction; 
according to him both knowers and non-knowers go out, only they 
travel through different paths. 


SÜTRA 13 


* AND (IT IS) DECLARED BY SMRTI." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The departure of the knower “is declared by the Smrti passage”. 
* But by it the soul is confined forsooth in all the abodos. It went out 
penetrating the crown of the head, and flew up towards the heaven" 


(Maha. 13.77640-7765a). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The departure of the knower is declared by the Maha-bharata 
thus: “He who has become the self of all, who has a propor perception 
of beings at his path, even the gods are perplexed, seeking a path for 
him who has no path" (Maha. 12.9657). This Smrti passage denotes 
that the path leading to the attainment of the Highest Brahman is 
impassable. The phrase: ‘who has no path’ denotes that the knower, 
endowed with a subtle body, is devoid of a gross body. The phrase: 
‘seeking a path’ denotes a special place. 

It is declared at the end of Dàna-dharma too, beginning: ‘‘The 
sense-organs of him, the great-souled one went upwards" (Maha. 13. 
77606), and continuing: “But by it the soul is confined in all the 
abodes. It went out penetrating the crown of the head and flow up 
towards the heaven" (Maha. 13.7764b-7760a). Yàjfiavalkya also: 
says: “Of them, there is one that is situated above, penetrating the 
disc of the sun. Having passed the world of Brahman, one goes to & 


1 Sü. 12-13 according to Nimbarka. 
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supreme place through it” (Yàj. Sm. 3.1671). Hence it is established 
that a knower too has to depart from the body for attaining Brahman. 


Here ends the section entitled “Up to the beginning of the path ” (5). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


He quotes the same passage quoted by Srinivasa (Maha. 12. 
9657) to show that a real knower has no departure. 


Adhikarana 6: The section “Merging in the 
Highest". (Sūtra 1] 4) 


SUTRA 14 


‘THOSE IN THE HIGHEST, FOR THUS (SCRIPTURE) SAYS.” 


i  Vedànta-pàrijata-saurabha 


The subtle elements like fire and the rest merge in the Highest. 
The Scripture says: "Fire in the highest divinity” (Chand. 6.8.6 3). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now, the author states the meaning of the text: “Fire in the 
highest divinity” (Chand. 6.8.6), the last one of the series.4 
It has been said that at the time of departure, the vital-breath, 
together with speech and the rest, enter into the subtle elements like 
fire and the rest through ‘the ruler’ (viz. the soul). On the doubt, viz. 
whether those subtle elements, accompanied by the entities beginning 
with specch and ending with the vital-breath, and forming the parts 
of the knower’s subtle body, proceed to produce their respective 
effects as appropriate or are dissolved in the Highest Self,—if the 
first alternative be taken to be true, 


1 P. 75. 2 S.B. 4.2.14, p. 939. 
3 R, Sk, B. 4 Beginning with speoch. Vide Br. Sa. 4.2.1. 
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We reply: “Those” merge “in the Highest, i.e. in Brahman, the 
Highest, the soul of all Why? “For” Scripture itself "says" 
"thus", i.e. says that the Highest Self is the resting place of the soul 
as He is during the state of deep sleep and universal dissolution, thus: 
“Fire in the highest divinity” (Chand. 6.8.6.). That is, ‘fire’, or 
those subtle elements like fire and the rest, enter into the supreme 
cause. The sense is that having departed from the gross body, having 
resorted to the subtle body sct up by knowledge, having thereby 
reached the Viraja, the best of the rivers, and having discarded the 
subtle body in the Highest, the knower attains the nature of the 
Highest. Hence it is established that those merge in the Highest. 


Here ends the section entitled “Entering into the Highest ” (6). 


— — M —— 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


According to him, this sütra too refers to the higher knower only 
and not to the lower knower. The subtle body of a real knower is 
directly merged in Brahman at once, (without having to travel through 
any path) !. This is sūtra 15 in his commentary. 


Adhikarana 7: The section entitled “None 
division”. (Sütra 15) 


SUTRA 15 


* NON-DIVISION, ON ACCOUNT OF DECLARATION." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Those subtle elements together with speech and the rest come to 
have “non-division”, i.e. essential identity, with the Highest “On 
account of the declaration": “ And their name and form are destroyed ; 


it is simply called ‘a person’” (Praéna 6.5%). 


ES SN LT ma 


2 Ś, B, B. 


1 S.B. 4.2.15, pp. 940-941. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now, the question, ‘Of what kind is that merging’, is being 
considered. 

On the doubt, viz. whether the merging of the subtle clements, 
united with the vital-breath which is accompanied by the sense-organs 
discarded by a knower, is of the form of conjunction, like that of speech 
and the rest with the mind and so on, or of the form of essential 
identity, like the merging of rivers in the sea,—if it be suggested: Of 
the form of conjunction alone, since the word ‘merges’ in the first 
clause: “Speech merges in the mind” (Chand. 6.8.6) is used every- 
where as denoting ‘conjunction '.— 

We reply: Since speech and the rest have not the mind and the 
rest as their material causes, in their cases, ‘merging’ moans con- 
junction only. But they have ‘non-division’ with Brahman, the 
universal cause, i.e. in this case, merging means essential identity. 
Why? “On account of declaration," i.e. because Scripture, having 
designated the merging of the parts in the Highest Brahman thus: 
"So exactly, this seer's sixteen parts, going towards the Person, 
disappear on reaching Him” (Praéna 6.5), goes on: “And their name 
and form are destroyed; it is called simply ‘a person’”’ (Praéna 6.5). 
Although there are seventeen parts in the subtle body, viz. the sense- 
organs like speech and the rest, the internal-organ, viz. the mind, 
fivo subtle essences and the vital-breath, yet in the above text, only 
sixteen are mentioned for designating the identity between the vital- 
breath and the subtle essence of touch. Hence, it is established that 
their merging in the Highest Self, the cause of the world, is of the form 
of essential identity. 


ee 


Here ends the section entitled “ Non-division”’ (7). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 
As before, he takes this sütra too as referring to the higher knower 
only. This is sūtra 16 in his commentary. Thus we find that accord- 


ing to him, only sütras 12-161 refer to the higher knower, while the 
rest of the sütras to the lower knower. 


1 Sütras 12-15 according to Nimbarka’s numbering. 
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Adhikarana 8: The section entitled “His 
Abode”. (Sütra 16) 


SOTRA 16 


"(THERE IS) LIGHTING UP OF THE FOREPART OF HIS ABODE, WITH 
THE DOOR REVEALED BY HIM (viz. THE LoRD) THROUGH THE MIGHT 
OF KNOWLEDGE AND THROUGH THE APPLICATION OF REMEM- 
BRANCE OF THE PATH WHICH IS A SUPPLEMENTARY PART OF THAT 
(VIZ. KNOWLEDGE), (THE KNOWER), FAVOURED BY ONE WHO 
DWELLS IN THE HEART, (DEPARTS) THROUGH THE HUNDRED AND 
FIRST (VEIN)." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


There is a vein, mentioned in Scripture thus: “There are hundred 
and one veins of the heart. Of these, one passes out of the crown 
of the head. Going up by it, one goes to immortality. Others are 
for departing in other directions" (Chand. 8.6.51). When the knower 
comes to be "favoured" by the object to be known (viz. tho Lord) 
who has become pleased ** through the might of (his) knowledge and 
through the application of the remembrance of the path which is a 
supplementary part of that (viz. knowledge)’’,—then there results 
“a lighting up of the forepart of his abode”, viz. the heart. Then 
“with the door revealed" by the Highest Lord, he, knowing that 
vein, departs through it. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Under the aphorism: “And the same up to the beginning of the 
path" (Br. Sü. 4.2.7), the modes of the departure of the knowor and 
the non-knower have been determined to be the same. It has been 
said also that the knower's subtle body dissolves in the Highest and, 
as such, becomes identical with Him. Now, the points of difference 
between their modes of departure are being stated. 

The Scriptural text: “There are a hundred and one veins of the 
heart. Of these, one passes out of the crown of the head. Going 
up by it, one goes to immortality. Others are for departing in other 


mme —À——— e — m —€n 
— ——— ——— —À — nee M ree ma e a: - 


1 $, R, Bh, Sk. 
23 


[sū. 4. 2. 16. 
828 VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA ADH. 8.] 


directions” (Chand. 8.6.6) states that a knower departs through the 
hundred and first vein that passes out of the crown of the head, while 
a non-knower through others. On the doubt, viz. whether there is 
any difference between their modes of departure—if it be suggested: 
There is no difference, the knowledge of that particular vein being 
impossible ,— 

We reply: “Favoured by one who dwells in the heart". In 
accordance with the text: ‘“‘And I am situated in the heart of all’’’ 
(Gità 15.15), such a “ Being who dwells within the heart " is the Highest 
Person,— favoured" by Him, who has become subject (as it were) 
to one devoted to Him alone and to none else, and who is the giver 
of intellectual union, befitting the devotee, under all conditions. This 
is the vein departing through which one comes to have real know- 
ledge, as evident from the statement: <“ You shall come to (attain) 
similarity with me"''!, in accordance with the declaration by the 
Lord Himself: ***I give him intellectual union whereby they come 
to me" (Gita 10.10). Through His grace alone, there comes to 
be “a lighting up of the forepart of his abode "', ic. of the place,— 
mentioned in the scriptural text: ‘‘ Having taken these elements of 
light, he descends into the heart alone " (Brh. 4.4.1.),——belonging to 
the knower who has become the favourite of the Being who dwells 
in the heart. The phrase: ‘lighting up of the forepart' means ‘ the 
revelation of the forepart', ie. the vein becomes favourable (to the 
knower for departure). ‘‘ With the door revealed by him," i.e. 
having the door or the base of the vein revealed by the same one 
who dwells in the heart (viz. the Lord), the knower comes out 
through that very hundred and first vein, which issuing forth from 
the heart goes up through the crown of the head, and becomes one 
with the rays of the sun. 

The author states the cause of Lord's favour, showing thereby 
the absence of any partiality on the part of the Lord: “Through the 
might of knowledge and through the application of the remembrance 
of the path which is a supplementary part of that". That is, owing to 
the knower's might which consists in subjugating (as it were) the object 
to be known (viz. the Lord), and which is brought about by the full 
perfection of knowledge; as well as owing to the meditation on the 
path which is a supplementary part of knowledge, thus: ‘One day, 


1 This quotation is not traceable in the Gità. 
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the object, to be known through the Vedanta (viz. the Lord), will 
be obtained by means of this path recorded in the Vedànta',—the 
knower is favoured by Him. Hence it is established that the departure 
of the knower takes place through a special vein. 


Hero cnds the section entitled “His Abode” (8). 


Adhikarana 9: The section entitled "Following 
therays". (Sutra 17) 


SUTRA 17 


“FOLLOWING THE RAYS." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Having come out through the vein that passes out of the crown 
of the head, having then followed the rays of the sun, the knower 
goes up, in accordance with the assertion: “Through those very rays" 
(Chand. 8.6.5 4). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been said that the knower comes out through the vein 
that passes out of the crown of the head. Now the problem is being 
considered as to whether or not thero is a fixed rule that, having come 
out through it, he follows the rays of the sun on his way. 

The Chandogya, having stated: “Now, when he departs from this 
body, then through those very rays he goes up" (Chànd. 8.6.5), 
continues: “Going up through it, he goes to immortality” (Chànd. 
8.6.6). From this it is known that having come out of the vein that 
passes out of the crown of the head, and having then followed the rays, 
the knower goes to the disc of the sun. Here the problem is whether 
it is obligatory for a knower to follow the rays of the sun, or optional. 
On the suggestion, viz. since one who has come out of the gross body 
during night does not follow the rays, it is not obligatory for a knower 


to follow the rays— 


1 $, R, Bh, Sk. B. 
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We reply: The knower proceeds by following the rays alone, in 
accordance with the assertion: “Then through those very rays he 
goes up" (Chand. 8.6.5). That there are rays during night too is 
ascertained from the heat that is then experienced. During winter, 
however, no heat is experienced during night, it being overpowored 
by frost. Further, that there is a natural connection between the 
vein and the rays is declared by Scripture thus: “Now, just as a long 
road goes to two villages, this one and the yonder, so do the rays of 
the sun go to the two worlds, this one and the yonder. "They stretch 
out from the yonder sun and creep into these veins. They stretch 
out from these veins and creep into the yonder sun” (Chand. 8.6.2). 
Hence, it is established that there is a fixed rule that on his upward 
progress, the knower follows the rays of the sun. 


Here ends the section entitled “Following the rays” (9). 


Adhikarana 10: The section entitled “The 
night". (Sütra 18) 
SÜTRA 18 


“IF IT BE OBJECTED THAT DURING NIGHT, NOT, (WE REPLY:) No; 
ON ACCOUNT OF THE RELATION LASTING TILL THE BODY DOES, AND 
(SCRIPTURE) SHOWS. "' 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


It is not to be said that there is “no” attainment of the Highest 
by a knower who dies “during the night". Owing to the cessation 
of his connection with karmas, "lasting till the body does”, he can 
indeed attain Him, in accordance with the scriptural text: “For him 
there is delay only so long I am (= he is) not free. Then I shall (= he 
will)! attain (Brahman)" (Chànd. 6.14.2 ?). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now the problem, whether one who dies at night attains the 
Highest Brahman or not, is being considered. 


1 Vide V.K. 1.1.7. ? R, SK. 
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On the doubt, viz. whether a knower who dies during night 
attains Brahman, or not,—if it be objected: In accordance with the 
statement: “Day, the bright fortnight and the six months of the 
northern progress of the sun are exccllent for those who are about 
to die. But the contrary times are condemnable ", dying during the 
night is condemnable, and hence even though one who dies "during 
night" may reach the rays of the sun, there is “no” attaining of Brah- 
man by him,— 

We reply: "no", i.e. such a view is not reasonable. Why? “On 
account of the relation lasting till the body does." That is, the non- 
clinging and destruction, respectively, of subsequent and prior sins, 
result from knowledge 1; also as ono's relation with the works, the 
effects of which have begun to operate, “last till tho body does”, 
they are destroyed on the fall of the body. Hence, there being no 
more obstructions to salvation, even à knower who dies during night 
can attain Brahman through the path beginning with light. "And" 
Scripture "shows" this: “For him there is delay only so long I am 
(= he is) not free. Then I shall (= ho will) attain (Brahman)”’ 
(Chand. 6.14.2). The statement: “Day, the bright fortnight” and so 
on, on the other hand, refers to a non-knower. Hence it is established 
that even à knower who dies during night attains Brahman. 


Here ends the section entitled “The night” (10). 


COMPARISON. 
Samkara, Bhaskara and Baladeva 


This is sütra 19 in the commentaries of Samkara and Bhàskara. 
They interpret the phrase: “sambandhasya yavad deha-bhàvitvàt" 
differently, viz. ‘because the relation between the vein and the rays 
lasts till the body does ’.? 
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1 Vide Br. Sa. 4.1.13. 
? S.B. 4.2.19, p. 944; Bh. B. 4.2.18, p. 232; B.B. 4.2.19, pp. 53-54, Chap. 4. 
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Adhikarana 11: The section entitled “The 
Southern Progress of the Sun". (Sütras 19-20) 


SÜTRA 19 


“ AND HENCE DURING THE SOUTHERN PROGRESS OF THE SUN TOO." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


For the stated reason, even a knower who dies “during the 
southern progress of the sun” attains Brahman. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now the problem, whether à knower who dies during the southern 
progress of the sun attains Brahman or not, is being considered. 

The question is whether a knower who dies during the southern 
progress of the sun attains Brahman or not. It may be suggested 
that since it is found that Bhisma, a knower of Brahman, waited for 
the northern progress of the sun, one who dies during the southern 
progress of the sun does not attain Brahman. So, the author applies 
the above argument here too. “Hence,” i.e. for the same reason, viz. 
on account of the connection lasting till the body does, it is perfectly 
reasonable to hold that even a knower who dies “during the southern 
progress of the sun" attains Brahman. Bhisma waited for the northern 
progress of the sun in order to promote pious faith and practice, 
and to show his power of dying at will. 


SUTRA 20 
“DECLARED BY SMRTI TO THE ASCETICS, AND THESE TWO ARE TO 
BE REMEMBERED.” 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The Smrti passage: "But at which time, there is non-return” 
(Gita 8.23!) declares two paths to the ascetics. “‘And these two” 


1 §, R, Bh, SK, B. 
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are to be remembored. Hence there is no fixed rule with regard to a 
particular time. 


Here ends the second quarter of the fourth chapter in the Vedànta- 
pàrijata-saurabha, an interpretation of the Sariraka- 
mimànmsà texts by the reverend Nimbarka. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


An objection may be raised: Tho passage: “At what time the 
ascetics departing roturn not, and also when they return, that time I 
shall tell you, O best of the Bharatas. Fire, light, the day, the bright 
fortnight, the six months of the northern progress of the sun,— 
departing there the knowers of Brahman go to Brahman. Smoke, 
the night, likewise the dark fortnight, the six months of tho northern 
progress of the sun,—the ascetics departing there, having attained the 
Light of the moon, return. The white and the dark,—theso two aro 
thought to be the eternal paths of the world. By the one, one goes 
who returns not; by the other, he returns again" (Gita 8.23-26), 
enjoins a special time as the cause of the non-return of those who are 
devoted to Brahman, or as the eause of the return of those who are 
devoted to works. Hence it is not reasonable to hold that one who 
dies during the southern progress of the sun attains Brahman. 

We reply: "No", since here the path called the ‘path of gods’ 
and the path called the ‘path of fathers’ “are declared to the ascetics ”’ ; 
“and” since “these two are to be remembered”, i.e. are to be remem- 
bered as the subsidiary part of knowledge and the subsidiary part of 
work, in accordance with the conclusion: ‘ “Knowing these two paths, 
O Partha, an ascetic is never deluded”’’ (Gita 8.27). In the Smrti 
text, *At which time", etc., the term ‘time’ means the path, connected 
with the presiding deities of time; and accordingly, the phrase “At 
which time” means ‘in which path, connected with the presiding 
deities of day and so on who are conductors of the soul’, it being im- 
possible for firo and smoke to be time. Hence there is no fixed rule 
with regard to time. Therefore it is established that even a knower 
who dies during the southern progress of the sun surely attains Brah- 
man. 


Here ends the section entitled “The southern progress of the 
sun” (11). 


[s0. 4. 2. 20, 
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Here ends the second quarter of the fourth chapter of the holy 
Vedünta-kaustubha, a commentary on the Sariraka-mimamsa texts 
by the reverend teacher Srinivasa, dwelling under the lotus-feet of 
the holy Nimbarka, the founder and teacher of the sect of the reverend 
Sanatkumara. 


—ÓMÀMM ——— arn À—H 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


He gives two explanations of the word "smàrte", viz. these two 
rules regarding dying by day and so on are mentioned in Smrti alone, 
but what holds good in Smrti does not necessarily hold good in Scrip- 
ture. The second explanation is like Nimbarka’s.1 This is sūtra 
2] in his commentary. 


Bhaskara 


His explanation of the word “smarte” is like Samkara’s first 
explanation.? 


Résumé 


The second quarter of the fourth chapter contains: 


(1) 20 sutras and 11 adhikaranas, according to Nimbarka; 
) 21 sütras and 11 adhikaranas, according to Samkara ; 

) 20 sutras and 11 adhikaranas, according to Ramanuja; 
) 20 sütras and 11 adhikaranas, according to Dhàskara ; 
2 


(2 

(3 
(4 
( b 
( 


0 sütras and 9 adhikaranas, according to Srikantha ; 


5) 2 
6) 21 sütras and 10 adhikaranas, according to Baladeva. 


Samkara and Baladeva break sūtra 21 in Nimbarka’s commentary 
into two separate sütras. 


— 


1 S.B. 4.2 1, pp. 945-46. 
2 Bh. B. 4.2.20. p. 233. 


FOURTH CHAPTER (Adhyàya) 
à THIRD QUARTER (Pada) 


Adhikarana 1: The section entitled “Beginning 
with light". (Sūtra l) 


SÜTRA 1 


“THROUGH (THE PATH) BEGINNING WITH LIGHT, THAT BEING 
CELEBRATED." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


It should be known that there is only one path, viz. that beginning 
with light. Hence through it alone the knowers go, since in the 
Chandogya: “They reach the light, from light the day, from the day 
the waxing fortnight, from the waxing fortnight the six months when 
the sun moves to the north, from those months the year, from the 
year the sun, from the sun the moon, from the moon lightning. Then 
there is a Person, a non-mortal. He leads them to Brahman. Those 
who go through this, do not return to this human whirlpool” (Chand. 
4.15.5-6 1); in the Brhadaranyaka: “They reach light, from light the 
day, from the day the waxing fortnight, from the waxing fortnight 
the six months when the sun moves to the north, from the months 
the world of gods, from the world of gods the sun, from the sun light- 
ning. A Person consisting of mind comes and leads those who have 
reached lightning to the worlds of Brahman” (Brh. 6.2.15 ?) and in 
other places too it is celebrated in the very same way. 


Vedànta-kaustubha 


Thus, in the previous quarter, the problems concerning a knower's 
departure and the rest have been considered. Now, discussions 
about the path through which he proceeds for attaining Brahman are 
being undertaken. 


2 R, B. 
2 R,B. Quotation faulty. Vide Brh., p. 303. Correct quotation translated. 
( 835 ) 
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In the Vedàntas various paths are mentioned. Thus, in the 
Brhadàranyaka, one beginning with light is mentioned thus: “Those 
who know this thus and those who meditate on faith and truth in the 
forest, reach light, from light tho day, from the day the waxing fort- 
night, from the waxing fortnight the six months when the sun moves 
to the north, for the months the world of gods, from the world of gods 
the sun, from the sun lightning. A Person consisting of mind comes 
and leads those who have reached lightning to the worlds of Brahman ! 
(Brh. 6.2.15). In the same treatise, a different path is mentioned: 
“When, verily, a person departs from this world, he comes to the 
wind. There it makes way for him like the hole of a chariot wheel. 
Through it he ascends higher up. He comes to the sun. There it 
inakes way for him like the hole of a drum. Through it he ascends 
higher up. He comes to the moon. There it makes way for him 
like the hole of a drum. Through it he ascends higher up. He comes 
to the world” (Brh. 5.10.1). 


The Kausitakins, too, speak of the path in a different way thus: 
“Having reached this path of gods, he comes to the world of fire, to 
the world of air, to the world of Varuna, to the world of the sun, to 
the world of Indra, to the world of Prajàpati, to the world of Brah- 
man" (Kaus. 1.3). 


In the Chandogya, again, it is mentioned in another way: “Now, 
whether they perform the crematory rites or not in the case of such à 
person, (the knowers) reach light, from light the day, from the day 
the waxing fortnight, from the waxing fortnight the six months when 
the sun moves to the north, from these months the yoar, from the 
year the sun, from the sun the moon, from the moon tho lightning. 
Then there is à Person, a non-mortal. He leads them to Brahman. 
This is the path of gods, the path of Brahman. Those who go through 
this do not return to the human whirlpool, return not” (Chand. 4.15. 
5-6). In the very same treatise, it is mentioned once more as a relation 
between the vein and the rays thus: “Then through those very rays 
he goes up" (Chand. 8.6.5). 


It is, again, designated in a different way in another place: 
"Through the door of the sun they depart, passionless " (Mund. 
1.2.11). 


1 For correct quotation see above. 
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Here the doubt is, viz. whether mutually different paths are estab- 
lished by different Scriptures, or whether there is only one path, viz. 
the one beginning with light. If it be suggested: since they are of 
various forms, they are established by Scriptures as mutually 
different,— 

We reply: Only one path, viz. the one beginning with light, is 
established by all the Scriptures. Through that alone, which begins 
with light, à knower of Brahman should proceed. Why? “That 
being celebrated." That is, as some part or other of the path which 
begins with light is recognized every whore in Scriptures, so that path 
alone which begins with light is celebrated everywhere. Hence it is 
established that through the mutual combination of the details men- 
tioned in ono Scripture with all tho rest, only one path,—viz. the one 
beginning with light and qualified by all the details,—is designated 
everywhere. 


Here ends tho section entitled “Beginning with light ” (1). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


According to him, the entire pida refers only to the lower knowers 
and not to the higher ones. But Nimbarka takes it to be referring 
to knowers in general. 


Adhikarana 2: The section entitled “The air”. 
(Sūtra 2) 
SÜTRA 2 


"(THE KNOWER GOES) TO THE AIR FROM THE YEAR, ON ACCOUNT 
OF NON-SPECIFICATION AND SPECIFICATION." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


After the year, mentioned in the Chàndogya-text, and before the 
sun, the knower reaches the world of air, mentioned in the Kausitaki- 
text: “He comes to the world of fire, to the world of air" (Kaug. 1.3 1), 
MERE M he a as tte eh a er 

1 S, R, Bh, Sk, B. 
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"on account of non-specification and specification", i.e. because in 
the text: “He comes to the world of fire, to the world of air" (Kaus. 
1.3) the air is taught non-specifically; and because the text: “There 
it makes way for him like the hole of a chariot-wheel. Through it he 
_ascends higher up. He comes to the sun" (Brh. 5.10.1 3), contains, 
a specification. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been said that everywhere the same path is designated, 
viz. the one beginning with light. Now the process of arranging 
its stages, mentioned in different places, is being determined. 

In the Brhadàranyaka-text: “From the months to the world 
of gods, from the world of gods to the sun” (Brh. 6.2.15), the world 
of gods is mentioned in between the months and the sun. But in 
the Chàndogya-text: “From the months to the year, from the year 
to the sun” (Chand. 4.15.5), the year fs mentioned in between these 
two. 'These two (viz. the world of gods and the year) are to be 
mutually combined, the path being the same in both the cases. The 
year i8 to be placed in between the months and the world of gods, 
mentioned in the Brhadàragnyaka, since the order being day, after 
that the fortnight, then the six months,—the year is appropriate after 
the months.? The world of gods is to be placed in between the year 
and the sun, mentioned in the Chandogya.3 

This being so, in the Brhadàranyaka-text: “Whon, verily, a 
person departs from this world, he comes to the world of air. "There 
it makes way for him like the hole of à chariot-wheel. "Through it he 
goes up. He comes to the sun" (Brh. 5.10.1), the air is mentioned 
before the sun. But in the Kausitaki-text: “Having reached this 
path of gods, he comes to the world of fire, to the world of air” (Kaus. 
1.3), the air is mentioned immediately after fire, consisting in light and 
denoted by the words ‘world of fire’. Here the doubt is as to whether 
the knower goes to the air immediately after fire consisting in light, 


1 Op. cit. 

2 Hore tho progress is from shorter periods of time to longer ones. 

3 Thus the preliminary order is: light, day, bright fortnight, six months 
of the northern progress of the sun, year, world of gods, sun. This, first of all, 


explains away the apparent inconsistency between Brh. 6.2.15 and Chand. 
4.15.5. 
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or immediately after the year, the stage which is indicated above, and 
before the sun. If it be suggested: On the ground of the order of 
textual sequence: “Having reached this path of gods, he comes to the 
world of fire to the world of air” (Kaus. 1.3), as well as the proximity 
between the effect and the cause ! being reasonable, the knower goes 
to the air immediately after fire,— 

We reply: “To the air from the fire". The knowoer enters the 
air immediately after the year and before the sun. Why? “On 
account of non-specification and specification." Although in the 
Kausitaki-text: “He comes to the world of fire, to the world of air" 
(Kaus. 1.3), the air is mentioned immediately after the fire, yet the 
priority or posteriority of the air in the successive order of progress 
is not specifically known therefrom, but the air is taught non-speci- 
fically. Just as from the statement: ‘A student, having come out of 
the house of the teacher, goes to the house of Caitra, to the house of 
Maitra to ask for alms', no specific order can be ascertained, viz. that 
he goes to the house of Maitra immediately after the house of Caitra,— 
so is the case here. On the other hand, in the Brhadàranyaka-text: 
“When, verily, a person departs from this world, he comes to the air. 
There it makes way for him like hole of a chariot-whoel. Through it 
ascends higher up. He comes to the sun” (Brh. 5.10.1), the air is 
taught specifically as prior to the sun. On account of these non- 
specification and specification—this is the sense.? 

The words ‘world of gods’, mentioned in the Brhadàranyaka- 
text quoted above, mean 'air', i.e. the world or the dwelling place of 
gods (viz. air). The compound ‘world of air’, mentioned in the 
Kausitaki-text, is to be oxplained as a Karmadhàraya 3, since it has 
been said by the author of the aphorisms too: “To the air from the 
year", and since there is tho scriptural statement: “He comes to the 
air" (Brh. 5.10.1). The air can be appropriately viewed as a world, 
since it is the dwelling-place of gods, in accordance with the scriptural 
text: “He who blows is, forsooth, the cave of gods". Hence it is 


1 I.e. fire arises from air. Vide Br. Su. 2.3.7. 

2 Thus, secondly, we get the following order: light, day, bright fortnight, 
the six months of the northern progress of tho sun, year, world of gods, air, sun. 
This oxplains away the apparent inconsistency betweon Brh. 6.2.15, Chand. 
4.15.5, Brh. 5.10.1, and Kaus. 1.3. The words ‘world of fire’ in Kaus. 1.3 
means light. It will be shown just below that the world of gods = air. 

3 That is, ‘world of air! — the world that is air = air. 
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established that the air is to be placed in between the year and the 
sun.! 


Here ends the section entitled “The air" (2). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


They do not identify the world of gods with air, but take them to 
be two separate places. Thus, according to them, the order is: light, 
day, bright fortnight, six months of the northern progress of the 
sun, year, world of gods, air, sun and so on.? 


Rāmānuja and Srikantha 


They interpret the phrase "'avi$esa-vi$esabhyàm " differently, 
i.e. take it to be stating the reasons why the world of gods is to be 
identified with air, and not as stating the reasons why tho air is to 
be placed after the year and before the sun. Thus, the phrase 
‘world of gods’ denotes ‘air’, because the compound ‘world of gods’ 
generally implies the air which is the dwelling-place of gods; and 
because Scripture specifically says that the soul comes to the air. 


Adhikarana 3: The section entitled “Varuna”. 
(Sūtra 3) 
SUTRA 3 


“ ABOVE LIGHTNING, VARUNA, ON ACCOUNT OF CONNECTION.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


? 


“Varuna,” mentioned in the Kausitaki-text: “Having reached 
this path of gods he comes to the world of fire, to the world of air, 


1 Thus, thirdly, we get the following ordor: light, day, bright fortnight, 
six months of the northern progress of tho sun, year, air, sun. Note the difference 
from Samkara’s order. 

2 S.B. 4.3.2, pp. 949-950; Bh. B. 4.3.2, p. 234. 

3 Sri. B. 4.3.2, p. 451, Part 2; Sk. B. 4.3.2, p. 472, Parts 10 and 11. 
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to the world of Varuna, to the world of the sun, to the world of Indra, 
to the world of Prajàpati, for the world of Brahman” (Kaus. 1.3 !) 
is to be placed above lightning, mentioned in the Chàndogya-text : 
“From the moon to lightning" (Chand. 4.15.5 2), “on account of the 
connection " between lightning and Varuna. And, Indra and Prajapati 
are to be placed above him. 


> 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The place of air, mentioned in the Kausitaki-text, in the path 
beginning with light has been stated. Now, the author points out 
the place of Varuna, mentioned immediately after it. 

The question is whether Varuna, mentioned in the Kausitaki- 
text: “To the world of air, to the world of Varuna, to the world of the 
sun” (Kaus. 1.3), is to be placed above tho air, on the ground of the 
order of textual sequence; or elsewhere, on the ground of the sun 
being mentioned prior to the air in the Brhadàranyaka-text.3 If it 
be suggested : on the ground of the textual order of sequence, he should 
properly be placed above the air alone, it being improper to suppose 
what is not mentioned in Scripture,— 

We reply: “Above lightning, Varuna”. That is, Varuna is to 
be inserted “above lightning", mentioned in the Chàndogya-text: 
“From the moon to lightning" (Chand. 4.15.5. Why? “On account 
of connection," i.e. on account of the connection between lightning 
and Varuna. Indra and Prajàpati are to be inserted above Varuna, 
the stated stage. Hence it is established that the order of logical 
sequence being of a greater force than that of textual sequence 4, 
Varuna is to be placed above lightning.’ 


Here ends the section entitled “Varuna” (3). 


ba o — — Ó— ma RARE rA reg ua 


1 R, Bh, Sk. 2 §, 

3 Viz. Brh. 5.10.1. 4 Vide Pa. Mi. Si. 5.1.4-7. 

6 Thus, finally, we get the following order: light, day, bright fortnight, the 
six months of the northern progress of the sun, year, air, sun, moon, lightning, 
the world of Varuna, the world of Indra, the world of Prajàpati. Vide V.P.S8. 
4.3.5. 
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Adhikarana 4: The section entitled “The con- 
ductors’. (Sütras 4-5) 


SÜTRA 4 


“THE CONDUCTORS, ON ACCOUNT OF THE INDICATORY MARK OF 
THAT." 


Vedaànta-pàrijáta -saurabha 


Light and the rest lead the approaching souls. As the text: 
“He leads thom to Brahman” (Chànd. 5.10.21) declares that the 
non-human person leads the souls, it is known that the previous ones, 
too, do the same. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Thus, the successive order of tho twelve stages of the path, begin- 
ning with light and ending with Prajàpati, have been shown. Now 
the question is being considered, viz. what service do light and the 
rest render to the knower. 


The doubt is as to whethor these light and the rest are mere signs 
indicating the road to the knower who wishes to go to Brahman, 
or places of enjoyment, or conductors. With regard to this, it may be 
suggested: They may be signs indicating the road, like tree, mountain 
and so on. Or, since in the text: “To the world of fire, to the world 
of air, to the world of Varuna"' (Kaus. 1.3), they are mentioned as 
worlds, they may be places of enjoyment,— 


We reply: “Conductors”, i.c. in accordance with the command 
of the Lord, they are the conductors of the knowers, devoted to the 
Lord. Why? “On account of the indicatory mark of that," i.e. 
because in the concluding passage: “Then there is a non-human 
Person. He leads them to Brahman” (Chand. 5.10.2), the non-human 
Person is declared to be leading the souls. “That,” i.e. the indicatory 
mark of conductorship, indicates that the previous ones, viz. light and 
the rest too, are conductors. The word ‘light’ and the rest should 
be understood as denoting the presiding deities of light, etc., 
respectively. 


1 S, R, Bh, Sk, B. 
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COMPARISON 
Samkara and Baladeva 


After this sūtra, they insert another sūtra: ‘‘Ubhaya-vyamohat 
tat-siddheh’’, not found in Nimbarka’s commentary. Samkara 
explains the phrase: “Ubhaya-vyaémohat”’ as “because of the perplexity 
(of both the souls and light and the rest)’. That is, when the souls 
leave the body to travel through the path of gods, their organs being 
incapable of functioning, they cannot control themselves, but need 
conductors to lead them. The light and the rest too, being non- 
intelligent, cannot conduct them. For these two reasons, we must 
hold that light and the rest are really conducting divinities.! 

Baladeva explains the phrase thus: ‘On account of the untenable- 
ness of the two alternatives’. That is, light and the rest can neither 
be landmarks, nor persons standing on the path. Hence these two 
alternatives being impossible, the third alternative, viz. that they are 
conducting divinities, is the correct one.? 


SÜTRA 5 


“THENCE FORWARD, (THE SOUL IS CONDUCTED) ONLY BY ONE 
WHO BELONGS TO LIGHTNING, THAT BEING DECLARED BY SORIP- 
TURE. ” 


Vedānta-pārijāta-saurabha 


Above lightning, the knower is led by the non-human person 
alone. Varuņa and the rest, on the other hand, are assistants con- 
jointly. 


Vedānta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. In accordance with the text: “From the 
moon to lightning. Then there is a non-human Person. He leads 
them to Brahman ” (Chand. 4.15.5), it follows that it is the non-human 
Person alone who leads the souls from lightning to Brahman, and that 

1 S.B. 4.3.5, pp. 952-956. 

2 G.B. 4.3.5, pp. 68-69, Chap. 4. 
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Varuna, Indra and Prajàpati, who are above lightning, are not 
conductors,—the author replies: 

After the knower has reached lightning, as mentioned in the 
text: “From the moon to lightning" (Chand. 4.15.5) he is led on, 
in order that he may attain Brahman, “only by one who belongs to 
lightning", i.e. by the non-human Person alone who has come up to 
lightning. The Person who has come to the world of lightning as the 
conductor of the knower is said to be “one belonging to lightning ”. 
Why? “That being declared by Scripture,” i.e. because in the Chàn- 
dogya-text: “He leads them to Brahman” (Chand. 4.15.5), and in 
the Brhadàranyaka-text: “A Person, consisting of mind, comes and 
leads them who have reached lightning” (Brh. 6.2.15), that non- 
human person is declared to be leading the souls. The nine, beginning 
with light and ending with lightning, are conductors primarily; while 
the three, Varuna, Indra and Prajapati, are so conjointly—this is the 
distinction. 

Thus, having come out of this gross body by means of the vein 
that passes out of the crown of the head, having, then, mounted the 
rays of the sun, the knower wishes to go to the highest region. He is 
then highly honoured by the presiding deity of light, the conductor, 
and is led by him to the presiding deity of the day. In the very 
same manner, he is led by the latter to the presiding deity of the 
fortnight, by the latter to the presiding deity of the six months, by 
the latter to the presiding deity of the year, by the latter to the air, 
by the latter, who makes a hole in itself for him, to the sun, similarly, 
by the latter to the moon, by the latter to the presiding deity of 
lightning. After that, having reached the three conductors, Varuna, 
Indra and Prajüpati, who are dependent on the Person of lightning, 
and having pierced through sphere of the material world, he reaches 
the river Virajà. Having then discarded his subtle body in the Highest, 
having crossed the river, and having entered the world of the Highest 
Brahman, he attains similarity with Brahman. Hence it is established 
that light and the rest are conductors. 


Here ends the section entitled “The conductors" (4). 
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Adhikarana 5: The section entitled “The 
effected". (Sütras 6-15) 


- FIRST OPPONENT'S VIEW  (Sütras 6-10) 


SÜTRA 6 


“TO THE EFFECTED (BRAHMAN), BADARI (HOLDS SO), BECAUSE 
HIS GOING IS REASONABLE." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The troupe of light and the rest leads the worshippers of the 
effected Brahman “to the effected Brahman”, "because the going’” 
to the effected Brahman alone is "reasonable". 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The path beginning with light has been determined. Now the 
question is being determined, viz. Who are these who go through this 
path. 

On the doubt, viz. whether the troupe of conducting divinities 
of light and the rest leads the worshippors of the effected Brahman, 
or the worshippers of the Highest Brahman, or the worshippers of the 
Highest Brahman as well as of the individual soul as unconnected with 
matter and having Brahman for its essence,—they lead the worshippers 
of the effected Brahman “to the effected Brahman ”, called Hiranya- 
garbha. Why? “Because his going," i.o. the going of the effected 
Brahman alone, occupying a particular place, i.e. his being the object 
to be approached, is “reasonable’’,—so the teacher “Badari”’ thinks. 


COMPARISON 


Samkara 


Unlike Nimbàrka, he takes the view of Badari as the correct 
conclusion. Literal interpretation same. 


[sO. 4. 3. 7-8. 
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FIRST OPPONENT’S VIEW (continued) 


SÜTRA 7 


“AND ON ACCOUNT OF BEING SPECIFIED. ” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


* And on account of being specified" by the word ‘worlds’ and 
the plural number in the text: “In those worlds of Brahman dwell 
the highest, possessed of the highest” (Brh. 6.2.15 1). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


In the text: “A person consisting of mind comes and leads them 
to the worlds of Brahman. In those worlds of Brahman dwell the 
highest, possessed of the highest" (Brh. 6.2.15), by the word ‘worlds’ 
and the plural number, the effected Brahman alone, occupying a 
particular place, is specified. Hence they lead his worshippers to him 
alone. 


FIRST OPPONENT'S VIEW (continued) 


SÜTRA 8 


* BUT ON ACCOUNT OF PROXIMITY (THERE IS) THAT DESIGNATION.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“But on account of the proximity” (of the effected Brahman) 
to (the Highest) Brahman, owing to (the effected Brahman’s) being 
the first-born being, the "designation": “Leads to Brahman” (Chand. 
4.15.5 2) is appropriate. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. the word ‘Brahman’ in the neuter gender, 
denotative of the Highest Brahman, cannot possibly refer to Hiranya- 
garbha,—the author replies: 


atm meet t€ paama s A SE a NTRP ey = ree ee ——— ee oe a meee 


1 $, Bh. 2 R, Sk, B. 
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In accordance with the scriptural text: “He who creates Brghmà " 
(Svet. 6.18), Hiranyagarbha, the effected Brahman, is the first-created 
being, and as such “on account of (his) proximity” to Brahman, the 
cause, the designation of him, by the neuter gender, denotative of the 
cause, viz.: “Leads them to Brahman” (Chand. 4.15.5), is appropriato. 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


This is sütra 9 in his commentary. Interpretation different, viz. 
“ But the designation of that (viz. salvation) is on account of nearness ”. 
That is, the souls are said to go to the world of Brahman and never 
return (Brh. 6.2.15) not because they obtain salvation directly, but 
because they are very near getting it.1 


FIRST OPPONENT’S VIEW (continued) 
SÜTRA 9 


'" ON THE DISSOLUTION OF (THE WORLD) OF THE EFFECTED (BRAH- 
MAN), WITH ITS RULER, (THE SOUL GOES) TO WHAT IS HIGHER THAN 
HIM, ON ACCOUNT OF DECLARATION." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


On the destruction of the world “of the effected" Brahman, 
the soul together with the effected Brahman, attains “what is higher 
than" the effected Brahman, “on account of the declaration": “But 
they all, attaining the highest immortality, are freed in the world of, 
Brahman at the time of the great end" (Mund. 3.2.6 2). 


Vedànta-kaustubha 


An objection may be raised here, viz. The path beginning with 
light cannot lead to the world of Hiranyagarbha for the following 


1 G.B. 4.3.9, p. 72, Chap. 4. $ R, Sk. 
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reasons: First, in the text: “This is the path of gods, the path of 
Brahman. Those who proceed through it do not return to this human 
whirlpool, return not" (Chand. 4.15.5) and so on, one who has gone 
through the path beginning with light is declared to have no return; 
secondly, in the text: ‘Going up through it, one goes to immortality " 
(Chand. 8.6.6; Katha 6.16), immortality is designated (on the part of 
one who goes through this path); thirdly, the world of Hiranyagarbha 
is subject to creation and destruction ; and finally, Hiranyagarbha being 
subject to creation and so on, in accordance with the text: “He who 
creates Brahma formerly ” (Svet. 6.18), one who has attained him has 
to return, as declared by the Smrti passage :‘ “The world up to the world 
of Brahma return, O Arjuna! "'' (Gità 8.16). To this Badari replies: 

* On the dissolution of the effected," i.e. on the destruction of the 
world of Hiranyagarbha, together “with its ruler", i.e. with the lord 
of that world who is possessed of knowledge, the soul which as entitled 
to knowledge has itse]f attained knowledge there as well, attains 
Brahman who is “higher than this”, i.e. the cause of Hiranyagarbha, 
the effected Brahman. Why? “On account of declaration," i.e. 
on account of the declaration: “Going up through it, one goes to im: 
mortality" (Chand. 8.6.6; Katha 6.16), “Those who proceed through 
this do not return to this human whirlpool, return not" (Chand. 
4.15.6), and “But they all, attaining the highest immortality, are 
freed in the world of Brahman at the time of the great end" (Mund. 
3.2.6). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


He, as pointed out above, regards the view of Badari as the 
correct conclusion. Accordingly he holds that a lower knower, i.e. 
one who meditates on the qualified Brahman, can attain Brahman in 

e this indirect way alone (viz. Krama-mukti)!. But Nimbàrka, as 
we have seen, does not admit it. 


1 S.B. 4.3.10, p. 955. 
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FIRST OPPONENT’S VIEW (concluded) 


SUTRA 10 


" ALSO ON ACCOUNT OF SMRTI.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


This is known “also from the Smrti passage”: “ When the uni- 
versal dissolution has come as well as the end of the highest, thon they, 
with their selves realized, enter the highest place together with Brah- 
man" (K.P. 12 !). 

Vedanta-kaustubha 


35 


“Also on account of the Smrti passage:" "When the universal 
dissolution has come as well as the end of tho highest, then they, with 
their souls realized, enter the highest place together with Brahman ” 
(K.P. 12), the non-return of even one who has attained Hiranyagarbha 
is justifiable. 


SECOND OPPONENT'S VIEW (Sütras 11-13) 


SÜTRA 11 


“ TO THE HIGHEST, JAIMINI (HOLDS), ON ACCOUNT OF BEING 
PRIMARY.” 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Ho leads the soul “to the highest" Brahman, sinco the word 
‘Brahman’ in the text: “Leads them to Brahman” (Chand. 4.15.5 ?), 
primarily refers to the Highest. 


Vedànta -kaustubha 


The troupe of conductors leads the worshippers of the Highest 
Brahman “to the highest" Brahman,—so the teacher “Jaimini " 
thinks. Why? Because the word ‘Brahman’ in the text: “Leads 
them to Brahman” (Chand. 4.15.5) primarily refers to the Highest 
Brahman. 
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To the allegation, made above, viz. that the effected Brahman 
alone, occupying a particular place, being specified by the word 
‘worlds’ and the plural number, the group of conductors leads his 
worshippers to him alone,—we reply: That the Highest Brahman 
who is all-pervading may voluntarily occupy a particular place is 
‘known from scriptural texts like: “He who is his ruler remains in the. 
supreme void", “That is the supreme place of Visnu’’ (Katha 3.9; 
Maitri 6.26) and so on. The eternity of His world, too, is denoted by 
the scriptural text: “Having my self realized, I reach the unerected 
world of Brahman” (Chand. 8.13.1). The plural number, too, is 
appropriate, intending to designate, as it does, the plurality of the 
regions of the world, in accordance with the declaration by the Lord 
Himself in the Drona-parva: ‘“Those worlds of mine which are free 
from stains, which shine for ever and which are longed for even by 
the highest gods headed by Brahmà, go there quickly, O performer 
of the Agni-hotra at all time! Be like me, having Garuda as convey- 
ance! "" (Maha. 7.6059-6060 1). 


COMPARISON 
Srikantha 


Interpretation different, viz.: “(The souls are led to Narayana) 
higher than (Hiranyagarbha), etc.’’.2 


SECOND OPPONENT'S VIEW (continued) 


SOTRA 12 


‘‘AND ON ACCOUNT OF OBSERVATION. ” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


And because the text: “Having attained the form of highest 
light, he is completed in his own form” (Chand. 8.2.23 8), declares 
that the Highest is the object to be attained. 


1 P. 742, lines 13-14, vol. 2. 
2 Sk, B, 4.3.11, p. 476, Parts 10 and 11. 
3 R, B. 
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Vedanta-kaustubha 


And also because the texts: “Going up through it, one goes to 
immortality” (Chand. 8.6.6; Katha 6.16), “This serene being, having 
arisen from the body, having attained the form of highest light, is 
completed in his own form" (Chand. 8.2.23), declare that a knower, 
who having come out through the vein which passes through the 
crown of the head, has proceeded by the path of gods, attains Brahman. 


SECOND OPPONENT’S VIEW (concluded) 
SÜTRA 13 


“AND THE INTENTION OF ATTAINING (DOES NOT REFER) TO THE 
EFFECTED (BRAHMAN)."' 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“I reach the court of Prajapati, the chamber" (Chand. 8.14.1 1)— 
this intention does not refer to the effected Brahman, but to the 
Highest Self, He alone being the topic of discussion. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


An objection may be raised here: The word ‘Brahman’ mentioned 
in the text: “Leads them to Brahman (Chand. 4.15.5) does indeed 
denote the effected Brahman, sinco in accordance with the text: 
“I reach the court of Prajàpati, the chamber” (Chand. 8.14.1) 
a knower proceeding by the path that begins with light aims at 
attaining the effected Brahman. To this we reply: 

"The intention of attaining,” i.e. the resolve for attaining, 
mentioned in the scriptural text: “I reach the court of Prajapati, 
the chamber" (Ch&nd. 8.14.1), does “not” refer “to the effected” 
Brahman, but this intention of attaining refers to the Highest Brahman, 
since, as known from the text: “The evolver of name and form. 
That within which they are in Brahman” (Chand. 8.14.1), the Highest 
alone is the topic of discussion. 


1 S, R, Bh, Sk. 
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CORRECT CONCLUSION (Sütras 14-15) 


SÜTRA 14 


“LEADS THEM WHO DO NOT DEPEND ON SYMBOLS—SO BADARAYANA 
(HOLDS) ON ACCOUNT OF FAULT IN BOTH WAYS, AND WHOSE IN- 
TENTION IS THAT. " 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The troupe of light and the rest “leads those who do not depend 
on symbols", —i.e. those who meditate on the Highest Brahman, as 
well as those who meditate on their own imperishable nature as 
having Brahman for its essence,—to the Highest Brahman. Why? 
“On account of fault in both ways." That is, on the view that it leads 
only those who meditate on the effected Brahman, the following 
scriptural text will come to be contradicted, viz. “Having risen from 
the body having attained the form of highest light” (Chand. 8.12.3 1). 
On the fixed rule, on the other hand, that it leads those only who 
meditate on the Highest Brahman, the following scriptural text will 
come to be contradicted, viz. “Those who know thus and those 
who meditate on faith and penance in the forest—reach light" 
(Chànd. 5.10.12). Hence in accordance with the scriptural text: 
“Just as the intention a man has in this world, so alone does ho become 
after departing" (Chand. 3.14.19), "he whose intention is that" 
attains that alone,—this is the correct conclusion, the reverend 
“ Badarayana”’ thinks. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Having set forth two views, the reverend author of the aphorisms 
is now stating his own conclusion. 

The troupe of conducting divinities of light and the rest “leads 
those who do not depend on symbols,—so”’ the reverend “ Badara- 
yana" thinks. That is, it leads other than those who meditate on 
name and the rest as Brahman, viz. those who meditate on the Highest 
Brahman, as well as those who meditate on the real nature of the 
individual soul unconnected with matter and as having Brahman for 
itsessence. There is no fixed rule that it leads only those who meditate 
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on the effected Brahman, or that it leads only those who meditate 
on the Highest Brahman. Why? “On account of fault in both 
ways." That is, because on the view of Badari that it leads only 
those who meditate on the effected Brahman, the following scriptural 
text will come to be contradicted: “This serene being, having arisen 
from the body, having attained the form of highest light is completed 
in his own form" (Chànd. 8.12.3); and because on the view of Jaimini 
that it leads only those who meditate on the Highest Brahman, another 
scriptural text will come to be contradicted, viz. the one indicating 
that the knowers of the five fires procecd through the path beginning 
with light: “Those who know thus and those who meditate on faith 
and truth in the forest reach light" (Chand. 5.10.1). Hence it leads 
the two kinds of worshippers—this the author says: “And he whose 
intention is that”. In accordance with the scriptural texts: “Just 
as the intention a man has in this world, so alone does he become on 
departing" (Chand. 3.14.1), “Just as one meditates on Him, so alone 
does one become” (Mudg. 3 1), one who aims at attaining the Highest 
Brahman attains Him ; while, one who aims at attaining the individual 
soul, unconnected with matter and having the Highest Brahman as 
its essence, first attains such a soul and then the Highest Soul. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


Having completed the above topic by taking Badari as repre- 
senting the correct conclusion and Jaimini the opponent's view, 
Samkara begins à new adhikarana here, concerned with the question 
as to whether those who meditate on symbols too are led to (the 
qualified) Brahman. He reads ‘‘adosat’’ instead of 'dosát". Hence 
the sutra: “(The troupe of conducting divinities) leads those who do 
not depend on symbols, so Badarayana (thinks), since there is no 
fault (in speaking) in two ways, and he whose thought is that". “That 
is, it has been said above 2 that all those who meditate go to the 
world of Brahman, while here an exception is made. But these two 
different designations involve no contradiction in accordance with 
the maxim of ‘As you sow, so you reap'.9 This is sūtra 15in Samkara’s 
commentary. 
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Ramanuja 


He adds a “ca” after “ubhayatha”.1 


Bhaskara 


Reading like Samkara’s. Interpretation as follows: “(The troupe 
of conducting divinities) leads those who do not depend on symbols 
(i.e. excluding those who meditate on symbols, those who meditate 
on the effected Brahman are led to him, and those who meditate on 
the Highest Brahman are led to Him,) since this two-fold (view) 
involves no fault", and soon. That is, to hold that those who meditate 
on the effected Brahman are led to the effected Brahman, while those 
who meditate on the Highest Brahman are led to the Highest Brahman 
does not give rise to any contradiction that even those who meditate 
on the effected Brahman do not return, for they attain a gradual 
release, while the former, immediate release.? 


Srikantha 


Reading like Ràmànuja's. According to him, those who meditate 
on the Highest Brahman alone are led to Him, neither those who 
meditate on Hiranyagarbha nor those who meditate on Narayana. 


Baladeva 


Reading like Ràmànuja's.4 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (end) 


SÜTRA 15 


‘“AND (SCRIPTURE) SHOWS A DIFFERENCE.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The scriptural text: “As far as name goes, so far he comes to have 
freedom of movement” (Chand. 7.1.55) and so on “shows” that 


1 Sri. B. 3.4.14, p. 460, Part 1, Madras ed. 
2 Bh. B. 4.3.14, p. 240. 3 Sk. B. 4.3.14, pp. 477-78. 
4 Bh. 4.3.15, p. 77, Chap. 4. 5 $, R, Bh. 
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symbolic meditation has a different result, independent of going 
(through the path of gods). 


Here ends the third quarter of the fourth chapter in the Vedanta- 
pàrijáta-saurabha, an interpretation of the Siriraka-mimamsa 
texts by the reverend Nimbarka. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


In the meditations on symbols, beginning with name up to the 
vital-breath 1, since the Highest Brahman stands in an attributive 
relation to the symbol, the symbol itself is the primary thing, and as 
such those who meditate on symbols do not meditate on the Highest 
Brahman. Hence they do not proceed by the path of gods and attain 
the Highest Brahman. For them, the holy Scripture, viz.: “As far 
as name goes so far he comes to have freedom of movement" (Chand. 
7.1.5) and so on, "shows" a different limited result, independent of 
going. Hence it is established that the troupe of conducting divinities 
leads those—who meditate on the Highest Brahman—as well as 
those—who meditate on their own real nature, unconnected with 
matter and having Brahman for its essence,—to the Highest 
Brahman. 


Here ends the section entitled “The effected ” (5). 


Here ends the third quarter of the fourth chapter of the holy 
Vedànta-kaustubha, a commentary on the Sàriraka-mimámsà by the 
reverend teacher Srinivàsa, dwelling under the lotus-feet of the 
venerable Nimbàrka, the teacher and founder of the sect of the holy 
Sanatkumara. 


COMPARISON 
Srikantha 


Interpretation different, viz. “And (Scripture) shows the difference 
between Hiranyagarbha, Narayana and Siva)." 


1 Vide Chand. 7.1-7.15. 


(so. 4. 3. 15. 
856 VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA ADH. 5.] 


Baladeva 


He takes this sūtra (sūtra 16 in his commentary) as forming an 
adhikarana by itself, concerned with showing the special favour 
shown by the Lord for the nirapeksa devotees. “And (Scripture) 
shows the special (rule with regard to the nirapeksa devotees)." That 
is, the general rule is that the conducting divinities lead the devotees 
to the Lord. But in the case of the nirapeksa, the Lord Himself 
comes down to fetch them to Him. 

Thus we have five different views with regard to those who 
approach or the gantr and the goal approached or the gantavya : 


Gantr Gantavya 


1. (a) Those who meditate on the (a) and (b) The Highest 
Highest Brahman, Brahman. 
(b) as well as those who medi- 
tate on the real nature 
of the individual soul. 
(This is the view of Nimbàrka and Ràmaànuja.) 


2. (a) Those who meditate on the (a) The qualified or effected 
qualified Brahman. Brahman. 
(This is the view of Samkara.) 


3. (4) Those who meditate on the (a) The Highest Brahman. 
Highest Brahman. 
(6) Also those who meditate (b) The effected Brahman. 
on the effected Brah- 
man. 
(This is the view of Bhàskara.) 


4. (a) Those who meditate on the (a) The Highest Brahman. 
Highest Brahman. 
(This is the view of Srikantha.) 


5. (a) Those who do not meditate (a) The Highest Brahman. 
on any symbols, whether 
they meditate on the 
Highest Brahman or not. 
(This is the view of Baladeva.) 
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Résumé 


The third quarter of the fourth chapter contains :— 
(1) 15 sütras and 5 adhikaranas, according to Nimbarka ; 
(2) 16 sütras and 6 adhikaranas, according to Samkara; 
(3) 15 sütras and 5 adhikaranas, according to Ramanuja; 
(4) 15 sütras and 6 adhikaranas, according to Bhaskara; 
(5) 15 sütras and 5 adhikaranas, according to Srikantha; 
(6) 16 sütras and 9 adhikaranas, according to Baladeva. 


Sütra 5 in the commentaries of Samkara and Baladeva is not 
found in the commentary of Nimbarka. 


FOURTH CHAPTER (Adhyàya) 
FOURTH QUARTER (Pada) 


Adhikarana 1: The section entitled “The mani- 


festation on attaining”. (Sütras 1-3) 
SUTRA 1 


“HAVING ATTAINED, (THERE IS) MANIFESTATION, ON AOCOUNT OF 
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THE WORDS ‘IN HIS OWN’. 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“Having attained" the Highest through the path beginning 
with light, the individual soul becomes manifest in its own natural 
form. This is proved by the text: “Having attained the form of 
highest light, he is completed in his own form" (Chànd. 8.12.3 1) 
“on account of the words ‘in his own’ ”. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been established in the previous quarter that the very 
same path, beginning with light, is designated by all Scriptures, and 
that it leads the knowers to the Highest Brahman. Now the problem 
is being discussed, viz. in what form one, who has attained Brahman 
through that path, becomes manifest. 

In the Chàndogya Prajàpati's declaration is recorded thus: 
“So exactly, this serene being, having arisen from the body, having 
attained the form of highest light, is completed in its own form." 
(Chand. 8.12.3). Here the doubt is, viz. whether it is established by 
the text that one, who has attained the form of highest light, comes 
to have an adventitious form, or that having attained the Highest, 
the knower, becomes manifest in his own natural form alone. If it 
be suggested: From the words ‘is completed’ it is known that having 
attained the form of highest light, he comes to have an adventitious 
form like that of à god and so on,— 
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We reply: “Having attained, manifestation”. That is, having 
attained the form of highest light, the individual soul comes to have 
“manifestation ", i.e. have its real nature and qualities, such as freedom 
from sins and so on, manifest,—this is what is established by the 
text. Why? “On account of the words ‘in his own," i.e. on account 
of the adjective: ‘in his own form’. Otherwise, an adventitious form 
being established by the mere word ‘form’, the adjective ‘in his own’ 
would become meaningless. The sense is that the individual soul, 
the real nature of which is veiled during its state of bondage, having 
attained the Lord through the path beginning with light, becomes 
manifest in its own unenveloped and natural form. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


According to him, sütras 1-7 of this pada refer to the higher 
knower, the rest to the lower knower. 


er 


SÜTRA 2 


“FREE, ON ACCOUNT OF PROMISE." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


It is said that ho alone who is free from bondage is completed 
in his own form. Why? Because, beginning: “ The soul that is 
free from sins” (Chand. 8.7.1 1), Prajápati promised: ‘ “But this alone 
I shall explain to you again " ' (Chand. 8.9.3; 8.10.4, 5 2). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. One's natural form being ever present, what 
is the difference between the state of bondage and that of release, — 
the author replies: 

One, who being subject to nescience consisting in karmas is 
surrounded by matter in its causal and effected forms, who is tormented 
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by various afflictions, and who is deluded by various false argumenta- 
tions, is said to be eternally fettered. He does not know his own form, 
though ever-present. During the period when he desires for salvation 
also, though he comes to know his real nature through the grace of 
Scripture and spiritual preceptor, yet due to his connection with 
matter in its causal and effected states, he is not completed in his own 
real form. The very same person, coming to attain the form of highest 
light through the path beginning with light, and free from all fetters, 
is completed in his own form, and then he is said to be freed,—this 
is the distinction between these three states. Why? “On account 
of promise," i.e. because beginning: “The self which is free from sins" 
(Chand. 8.7.1), Prajápati promised: '' But this alone I shall explain 
to you"! (Chand. 8.9.3, etc.), which promise refers to the demonstra- 
tion of the real nature of the soul, free from all faults, such as the 
three states of waking and the rest, and from the body and the like, 
their substratum. If there be no distinction, the promise of Prajapati 
must be meaningless,—this is the sense. 


SÜTRA 3 


“THE SELF, ON ACCOUNT OF CONTEXT." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“The self’; alone comes to have its real nature manifest, “on 
account of context’’. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


“The soul," the real nature of which is veiled during its state of 
bondage, having attained the Highest Brahman, denoted by the 
words ‘highest light’ becomes manifest in its own form, i.e. is completed 
as having the qualities of freedom from sins and so on, but is not 
completed in another adventitious form. This fact is known from the 
introductory portion of Prajàpati's declaration, viz.: “The self that 
is free from sins, without old age, without death, without grief, without 
hunger, without thirst, having true desires" (Chand. 8.7.1),—i.e. from 
the context, which refers to the individual soul. In the very same 
manner, Saunaka declares: “Just as the lustre of a gem is not created 
by the washing off of the dirt, so the knowledge of the soul is not created 
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by the removal of faults. Just as water is not created by the digging 
of a well, only what is already existent is brought to manifestation, — 
for how can there be the origination of what is non-existent,—so the 
attributes of knowledge and the rest are manifested, and not created, 
through the destruction of the evil qualities, for they belong to the 


soul eternally." 
Hence it is established that having attained the Highest Brahman 


through the path which begins with light, the individual soul is 
completed in its own natural form alone. 


Here ends the section entitled "Manifestation on attaining " (2). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara, Bhàskara and Baladeva 


They interpret the sūtra thus: ‘‘(The light is) the soul (viz. Brah- 
man), on account of context’’.! 


Adhikarana 2: The section entitled “Seen as 
non-divided ". (Sütra 4). 
SÜTRA 4 


“ AS NON-DIVIDED, ON ACCOUNT OF BEING SEEN." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The freed soul realizes itself “as non-divided" from the Highest 
Self, which non-division is compatible with a division (between the 
two), since this truth is directly intuited at that time (viz. during 
release), and since Scripture too intuits this. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


From the text: "Having attained the form of highest light" 
(Chand. 8.12.3) and from the aphorism: “Having attained, manifesta- 
tion” (Br. Si. 4.4.3), it appears as if there is an absolute difference 


1 S.B. 4.4.3, p. 968; Bh. B. 4.4.3, p. 242; G.B. 4.4.3. 
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between one who approaches (viz. the individual soul) and the goal 
approached (viz. the Lord). With regard to this, the author now 
points out: 

On the doubt, viz. whether the individual soul, the real nature 
of which has become manifest and which has attained the highest 
light, realizes itself as distinct from the Highest Self or as non- 
distinct from Him being His part,—the prima facie view is: In 
accordance with the scriptural and Smrti texts like: ‘Stainless, 
he approaches the highest identity" (Mund. 3.1.3), “He enjoys all 
desires together with Brahman, the all-knowing” (Tait. 2.1), * “They 
have come to attain similarity with me’’’ (Gita 14.2), it realizes itself 
as distinct. 

With regard to it, the author replies: * As non-divided". That 
is, the individual soul, freed from all fetters, realizes itself as non- 
divided or non-distinct from the Highest Self, the Highest Person. 
Why? “On account of being seen," that is, because at that time 
(viz. during release) the Highest Self, the soul of all, is intuited by the 
freed soul. Through the influence of nescience, the individual soul 
comes to have a perverse notion about itself. But, when through the 
influence of the repeated practice of hearing, thinking and meditating, 
the Highest Lord is intuited, all the obstacles to the real knowledge 
regarding the real nature of itself as well as of the Highest Self are 
immediately destroyed, in accordance with the scriptural text: “The 
knot of the heart is broken, all doubts are cut off, and all his works 
perish when he who is high and low is seen” (Mund. 2.2.8). Hence 
there can be no doubt whatsoever that the freed soul, a part of the 
Lord, having intuited the Soul of all, the Whole, realizes itself, all the 
more clearly, as non-distinct from Him. The individual soul, having 
Him for its essence, has no distinction from Him; and hence in spite 
of a distinction of nature between the individual soul and Brahman, 
there is still a non-distinction between them,—a non-distinction which 
is compatible with distinction ,—just as there is between an attribute 
and its substratum. This relation between the individual soul and 
Brahman has been demonstrated many times before,! and a multitude 
of scriptural and Smrti texts too has been quoted there. We do not 
mean to say that there is any non-distinction of nature between the 


1 Vide e.g. V.K. 1.1.1; 1.1.7; 1.2.21; 1.4.9; 1.4.20; 1.4.21; 2.1.13; 2.1.21; 
2.2.53, etc. eto. 
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soul and the Lord, otherwise in accordance with scriptural and Smrti 
texts like: ‘“ The existent alone, my dear, was this in the beginning, 
one only and without a second”’’ (Chand. 6.2.1), “All this, verily, is 
Brahman” (Chand. 3.14.1), “ Vasudeva is everything", “Know every- 
thing Krsna, the movable and the immovable, all souls and the 
universe as Krsna”’ (Mahi. 13.7391 1), there must be a non-distinction 
of nature between the non-sentient and the Lord too, or,2—because 
Scripture is found to refer to distinction and non-distinction. Hence 
it is established that the freed soul realizes itself as non-distinct from 
the Highest Self, which non-distinction is compatible with distinction. 


Here ends the section entitled “Scen as non-divided"' (4). 


p 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhāskara 


To understand the word “avibhaga”’ as absolute identity. 


Adhikarana 3: The section entitled “Relating 
to Brahman”. (Sütras 5-7) 


FIRST OPPONENT’S VIEW (Sütra 5) 


SÜTRA 5 


* AS RELATING TO BRAHMAN, JAIMINI (THINES SO), ON ACCOUNT 
OF REFERENCE AND SO ON." 


Vedanta -parijata-saurabha 


The individual soul becomes manifest as endowed with the 
attributes “relating to Brahman”, such as freedom from sins and 


— 


1 P. 258, line 7, vol. 4. Reading: “Sarvam krtanam . . . viévam enam". 
2 An alternative explanation of the word *'drstatvàt". 
3 S.B. 4.4.4, p. 969; Bh. B. 4.4.4, p. 243. 
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80 on,—so ‘‘ Jaimini " thinks, because freedom from sins and the rest, 
mentioned in the text about the ‘small’! as belonging to Brahman, 
are referred to, in the declaration of Prajàpati,? as belonging to the 
individual soul as well; and because of eating and so on; as indicated 
by the words ** and so on ". 


Vedanta -kaustubha 


It has been said above that having attained the Highest Brahman, 
the soul becomes manifest in its own form. Now the question as 
to the nature of that form is being considered. 

On the doubt, viz. whether the individual soul becomes manifest 
in its own form, endowed with the attributes of freedom from sins 
and so on; or in the form of mere consciousness; or in a form which 
is conformable to both kinds of texts,—Jaimini’s view is as follows: 
The freed soul becomes manifest as endowed with the group of 
attributes ' relating to Brahman”, i.e. with freedom from sins and 
the rest which are recorded as belonging to Brahman. Why? “On 
account of reference and so on." That is, the attributes of freedom 
from sins and so on, mentioned under the meditation on the ‘small’ 
as belonging to Brahman, are referred to as belonging to the individual 
soul too in the declaration of Prajáüpati, viz.: '''The self that is free 
from sins" (Chand, 8.7.1, 3) and so on. By the words “and so on" 
eating and the rest, as well as omniscience, etc., are to be understood. 
The teacher '* Jaimini” thinks so. 


SECOND OPPONENT'S VIEW (Sūtra 6) 


SÜTRA 6 
“ [N INTELLIGENCE, AS THAT ALONE, ON ACCOUNT OF HAVING THAT 
AS THE ESSENCE, SO ÁUDULOMI (THINKS).”’ 
Vedànta-parijata -saurabha 


The individual soul, having approached Brahman who is of the 
form of intelligence, becomes manifest in the form of intelligence alone, 


1 Chànd. 8.1.5. 2 Chand. 8.7.1, 3. 3 Chànd. 8.12.3. 
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since in the text: “ Consisting of intelligence alone” (Brh. 4.5.13 1), 
it is said to have that (viz. intelligence) as its soul. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The individual soul, having approached ‘“‘intelligence’’, i.e. 
Brahman who is of the form of intelligence, becomes manifest ''as 
that alone", ie. in the form of intelligence alone. Why? ‘On 
account of having that as the essence”, i.e. because the individual 
soul has intelligence for its essence, or is nothing but intelligence. 
The scriptural text : “ Just as a lump of salt is without inside and out- 
side, a mass of taste only through and through, so, verily, O! this 
soul is without inside and outside, a mass of intelligence only through 
and through" (Brh. 4.5.13) shows, by using the word ‘only’, that the 
soul is nothing but intelligence and devoid of any other attribute. 
The text designating freedom from sins and so on, on the other hand, 
simply establishes that the soul is free from changes and so on,—‘‘so 
Audulomi” thinks. 


COMPARISON 
Bhàskara and Srikantha 


They read: ‘‘ Citi-matrena’’.2 


CORRECT CONCLUSION (Sütra 7) 


SÜTRA 7 
‘EVEN SO, ON ACCOUNT OF REFERENCE, ON ACCOUNT OF THE 
EXISTENCE OF THE FORMER, NON-CONTRADICTION, BADARAYANA." 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Even if the real nature of the soul be established to be intelligence 
only, still owing to the manifestation of the real nature of the soul 
as possessed of freedom from sins and so on, there is ‘‘no contradiction’ 


1 $, R, Bh, Sk, B. 
2 Bh. B. 4.4.6, p. 243; SK. B. 4.4.6, p. 485, Parts 10 and 11. 
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—80 the reverend ‘“ Büdarüyana" thinks. Why? ‘On account of 
the reference” to freedom from sins and so on as belonging to the 
freed soul. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now, the reverend teacher of the Vedas states his own view in 
conformity with both the scriptural texts. 

** Even so,” i.e. even if the soul be established to be mere intelli- 
gence, yet “on account of the existence of the former", i.e. owing 
to the manifestation of the individual soul as intelligence by nature 
and as endowed with the attributes of freedom from sins and the rest, 
there is “no contradiction" with regard to the nature of salvation, 
—so the reverend ''Bádarüyana" thinks. Why? “ On account of 
reference," i.e. because in the declaration of Prajüpati,! freedom from 
sins and the rest, belonging to Brahman, are referred to as belonging 
to the freed soul as well. It cannot be said that in the text : “‘ A mass 
of intelligence only " (Brh. 4.5.13), the word ‘only’ proves that the 
attributes of freedom from sins and so on do not belong to the soul, 
because they are clearly proved to be belonging to it by another 
text: “The self that is free from sins" (Chand. 8.7.1, 3) and so on, 
and because the word ‘only’ simply distinguishes the self from non- 
sentient objects,—just as it cannot be said that in the text: “‘A mass 
of taste only " (Brh. 4.5.13), the word 'only' proves that colour, 
touch and so on do not belong to salt, because they are known from 
other means of knowledge,? and because the word ‘only’ simply 
distinguishes salt from other objects. The purport is that Audulomi's 
view, designating the freed soul as devoid of consciousness, is not 
acceptable. Hereby other logicians and the rest too, holding the 
freed soul to be devoid of consciousness, are refuted. Hence it is 
established that having attained the form of highest light, the indivi- 
dual soul becomes manifest in its own natural form as endowed with 
the attributes of freedom from sins and so on, conformably with both 
the scriptural texts. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘‘ Relating to Brahman ” (3). 


1 Chand. 8.7.1 
2 Just as a lump of salt has not taste only, but has also colour and so on, 
so the soul is not intelligence only, but has other attributes also. 
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COMPARISON 
Samkara 


He takes Jaimini to be representing the phenomenal point of 
view, Audulomi the transcendental point of view, and Badaréyana 
as reconciling these two points of view. 


Adhikarana 4: The section entitled “Will”. 
(Sütras 8-9) 
SÜTRA 8 


‘‘ THROUGH MERE WILL, THAT BEING DECLARED BY SCRIPTURE." 


Vedanta -parijàta-saurabha 


The freed soul attains its fathers and so on “ through mere will ”. 
Why? On account of the scriptural text designating that: ‘‘ If he 
comes to desire the world of fathers, through mere wish, his fathers 
rise up " (Chand. 8.2.1 2). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been said that having attained the form of the highest 
light, the individual soul becomes manifest in its real nature as a mass 
of intelligence and possessed of the attributes, beginning with freedom 
from sins and ending with true desires. Hence the freed soul has the 
power of fulfilling all its desires. But if the freed soul be devoid of 
consciousness, it cannot have such a power. With this in mind, the 
author is now showing the freed soul’s power of will. 

Referring to the freed soul, it is declared in the Chàndogya: 
“ He roams about there, laughing, playing, enjoying with women, or 
with carriages, or with relatives " (Chand. 8.12.3). Here the doubt 
is, viz. whether the freed soul's meeting its relatives and so on arises 
from its will accompanied by effort, or from mere will. If it be sug- 
gested: In ordinary experience it is found that kings and the rest 


1 S.B. 4.4.7, p. 971. 2 §, R, Bh, Sk, B. 
3 Vide Chand. 8.7.1, 3. 
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come to attain the implements of enjoyment through will accom- 
panied by effort,—hence from effort accompanied by will alone,— 

We reply : There is the attainment of relatives and so on, ‘‘ through 
mere will". Why? “On account of that being declared by Scrip- 
ture ", i.e. because in the text: ''If he comes to desire the world of 
fathers, through mere wish his fathers rise up” (Chand. 8.2.1), it is 
declared that the rising up of the fathers and so on is brought about 
through will without any reference to any effort, and because it is 
not declared that will is accompanied by an effort. 'The kings and the 
rest do not possess the power of fulfilling their desires at will, and 
hence in their case it is reasonable to suppose that they attain what is 
desired through will accompanied by effort. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


He adds a “tu” after “ samkalpad eva ",! He takes this and all 
the following sütras as referring to the lower knower alone. 


SOTRA 9 


* FOR THIS VERY REASON, WITHOUT ANOTHER RULER.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The freed soul, which has the Highest Brahman as its essence, 
comes to have the attributes of true desires and so on manifest,—and 
for this very reason, it becomes ‘‘ without another ruler "', in accordance 
with the scriptural text: ‘‘ He becomes a self-ruler " (Chand. 7.25.2 2). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


As the freed soul’s power of fulfilling its desires at will becomes 
manifest, so it becomes ‘‘ without another ruler’’, i.e. without any 
ruler except the Highest Brahman, the Whole, of which it is a part. 
That is, of one, who has Brahman for his essence, who has become 


— 


1 S.B. 4.4.8, p. 971. 2 R. 


[8C. 4. 4. 10. 
ADH. 5.] VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA 869 


freed from the world, and who has come to have lordship manifest 
through the manifestation of the attribute of true desires owing to 
the grace of Brahman, there are no other creators and lords like matter, 
time, Yama, Indra, and so on, in accordance with the scriptural 
text: “ He becomes a self-ruler '" (Chand. 8.12.1). Hence it is estab- 
lished that the freed soul attains relatives and so on immediately 
at will. 


Here ends the section entitled '* Wish ” (4). 


COMPARISON 


3 


All others add a “ ca " after “ ata eva”. 


Adhikarana 5: The section entitled “Absence”. 
(Satras 10-16) 


SÜTRA 10 


“ABSENCE, BADARI, FOR (SCRIPTURE) DECLARES 80." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


* Bádari" thinks that the body and the rest of the freed soul are 
absent, since the scriptural text : ** When he becomes bodiless, pleasure 
and pain do not touch him” (Chand. 8.12.1 1), “ declares ?” the same 
thing. 

Vedanta -kaustubha 


Thus, it has been established that the freed soul attains relatives 
and so on through mere will. Now, with a view to showing that it may 
connect itself with a body, sense-organs and so on according to its 
will, the author is stating the view of another. 

On the doubt, viz. whether the freed soul has a body and the rest, 
or not, or whether he has them or not at will, —the teacher “ Badari "' 
thinks that they are absent, since the scriptural text: ‘‘ Forsooth, 
when he possesses a body, he has no freedom from pleasure and pain; 
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but when he becomes bodiless, pleasure and pain do not touch him’’ 
(Chand. 8.12.1) ‘‘declares so”, i.e. establishes, positively and 
negatively, the absence of the body and the rest. 


COMPARISON 
Baladeva 


He reads “abhāve” instead of *abhüvam".! 


SECOND OPPONENT’S VIEW (Sütra 11) 
SÜTRA 11 


“PRESENCE, JAIMINI, ON ACCOUNT OF THE SCRIPTURAL STATÉ- 
MENT OF VARIETY." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


** Jaimini’’ thinks that its body and the rest are present. Why ? 
“On account of the scriptural statement" of manifoldness: ‘‘ He 
becomes one-fold, three-fold " (Chand. 7.26.2 2). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


** Presence ”, i.e. the teacher ' Jaimini’’ admits the existence of 
the freed soul’s body and the rest. Why? ‘On account of the 
scriptural statement of variety”, i.e. because under the doctrine of 
the Plenty, in the passage: “ He becomes one-fold, becomes three- 
fold, five-fold, seven-fold, and nine-fold truly; then, again, he is said 
to be eleven, hundred and ten, thousand and twenty ” (Chand. 7.26.2), 
its manifoldness is recorded. Such a manifoldness refer to the body 
of the free soul, since manifoldness is not possible on the part of the 
soul which is atomic and indivisible. The scriptural text about its 
having no body, on the other hand, refers only to the body which is 
brought about by works. 


ed 


1 G.B. 4.4.10, p. 101, Chàp. 4. 2 $, R, Bh, Sk, B. 
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CORRECT CONCLUSION (Sütra 12) 
SÜTRA 12 


'"'THEREFROM, BADARAYANA (HOLDS), OF BOTH KINDS, AS IN THE 
CASE OF THE TWELVE DAYS’ SACRIFICE." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The reverend ‘‘ Badarfyana”’ thinks that through mere wish, 
the freed soul may or may not have a body, just as the twelve days’ 
sacrifice is a ‘satra’ or an ‘ahina’, in accordance with the texts: 
** Those desiring for wealth should resort to the twelve days’ sacrifice’’!, 
**'The priest is to offer the twelve days’ sacrifice for one who desires 
for progeny’’2. So is the case here. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now the author states his own conclusion. 

'"'Therefrom," i.e. through mere wish, the soul is “of both 
kinds", so the reverend “ Bādarāyaņa ” thinks. That is, the freed 
soul may or may not have bodics and the rest according to its will. 
This being so, none of the texts is contradicted. ‘‘ As in the case of 
the twelve days’ sacrifice," i.e. just as the twelve days’ sacrifice is of 
two kinds owing to the difference of wish. In accordance with the 
injunction of ‘resorting’: “Those who are desirous of prosperity 
should resort to the twelve days’ sacrifice", it is a ‘satra’; while in 
accordance with the injunction of offering: ‘‘ A priost should offer 
the twelve days’ sacrifice for one who desires progeny ”’, it is an'ahina'. 
So is the case here. 

Or 3, the word ‘‘ therefrom" is to be understood as ' on account 
of two texts”. There is a text designating the enjoyment of one 
who is bodiless, viz. ‘‘ Having perceived these objects of desire by 
mind alone who enjoys in this world of Brahman” (Chand. 8.12.5); 
and there is a text designating the enjoyment of one who has a body, 
viz. ‘‘ He becomes one-fold”’ (Chand. 7.26.2) and so on. 


1 R, Bh. 2 Op. cit. 


3 An alternative explanation of the term “atah”. 
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SOTRA 13 


* IN THE ABSENCE OF A BODY, AS IN THE CASE OF THE INTER- 
MEDIATE STAGE (VIZ. DREAM), ON ACCOUNT OF POSSIBILITY.” 


Vedanta -parijata -saurabha 


- As “in the absence of a body ” created by itself, enjoyment is 
possible on the part of the freed soul by means of the body and the 
rest created by the Lord during dreams,—so there is no fixed rule 
that the body and the rest are to be created by the freed soul itself. 


Vedanta -kaustubha 


As “in the absence of a body”, i.e. in the absence of a body created 
by itself, the enjoyment of sportive pleasures is possible on the part 
of the freed soul by means of the group of instruments created by the 
Lord, so there is no fixed rule that the freed soul creates its body 
and the rest through mere wish. That is, the freed soul, having true 
desires, is able to create the world of fathers and the rest, as well as 
its own body and the like, yet it enjoys sportive pleasures by means 
of the instruments created by the Highest Person in sport. It has 
been demonstrated above ! that during the state of dream, the soul 
in bondage enjoys chariots and the rest created by the Lord alone. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


He interprets the sütra thus: “In the absence of a body, (the 
freed soul’s objects of desire, such as, fathers and so on are mere 
perceptions and not actual objects), as during dreams, on account 
of possibility ”.? 

Bhaskara 


According to him, the sütra means that in the absence of a body, 
the freed soul enjoys pleasure and so on by the mind, as does the soul 
in bondage during its state of dream. 


m re ma mae ape umo morae mom 


1 Vide V.K. 3.2.1. ? Sk. B. 4.4.13. 
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SÜTRA 14 


** IN (ITS) PRESENCE, AS DURING THE STATE OF WAKING.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


As in the presence of the body and the rest created by itself 
too, the enjoyment of sportive pleasures is possible on the part of the 
freed soul,—so it sometimes creates these through its own wish too, 
corresponding to the sport of the Lord. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


The words ‘on account of possibility ' are to be supplied. As in 
the presence of the body and the rest created by itself, the enjoyment 
of sportive pleasures on the part of the freed soul is possible, ‘as 
during the state of waking ", so there is also no fixed rule that the 
freed soul itself never creates its own body and the rest. Just as a 
man in the waking state creates,—so far as it lies within his power,— 
sons, houses, chariots and the like, —included within the sphere of His 
creation,—with the help of man, wood, stone and the rest, and enjoys 
them,—so the freed soul too having, through the Lord's grace, the 
power of realizing its wishes, creates, in accordance with His sport! 
fathers, relative and the like, as well as its body and the rest, through 
its own wish, corresponding to His wish, and enjoys His sportive 


pleasures,—this is the sense. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


They interpret the sütra thus: When there is a body, the objects 
desired by the freed soul have real existence.? 


1 Of. the Si. “ Loka-vat tulita-kaivalyam" All objects are created by the 
Lord in sport. So the objects created by a freed soul conform to such sportive 
creative designs of the Lord. 

2 S.B. 4.4.14, p. 974; Bh. B. 4.4.14, p. 246. 
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SUTRA 15 


‘THE ENTERING (INTO MANY BODIES IS) AS IN THE CASE OF A 
LAMP, FOR (SORIPTURE) SHOWS THUS.” 


Vedànta-paàrijáta -saurabha 


The soul's * entering" into many bodies takes place through its 
attribute of knowledge, as of the lamp through its ray,—'' for " the 
scriptural text : ‘‘ It is capable of infinity ’’ (Svet. 5.9 1) “ shows thus ”’. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Apprehending the objection, viz. The manifoldness, mentioned 
in the text : ** He becomes three-fold " (Chand. 7.26.2) and so on, is 
not possible on the part of the freed soul even though it may have a 
body, since it is never possible for one and the same soul, which is 
atomic by nature, to pervade many bodies,—the author replies: 

“ The entering " of tho freed soul, atomic in size and abiding 
within one body, into many bodies,—i.e. its complete entering into 
those bodies as their soul with the thought: ‘This is my body and that 
as well '—is possible through its attribute of knowledge. ‘‘As in the 
case of a lamp." That is, just as a lamp, though placed in one place, 
pervades many places through its attribute, viz. rays, so is the case 
here. “ For thus" Scripture shows, viz. “ The individual soul is to 
be known as a hundredth part of the point of a hair, divided à hundred 
times, yet it is capable of infinity " (Svet. 5.9). 


Samkara and Bhaskara 


They interpret the sütra a little differently, viz. Just as one lamp 
multiplies itself into many lamps—all lighted from the original lamp, 
—so the freed soul multiplies itself into many bodies, since it has the 
power of realizing its wishes.? 


R 
S.B. 4.4.15, p. 975; Bh. B. 4.4.15, p. 247. 
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SUTRA 16 


‘* (THE TEXT) REFERS EITHER TO MERGING INTO ONE’S OWN SELF 
OR TO ATTAINING, FOR (THIS IS) MANIFESTED.” 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The text: ‘‘ Embraced by the intelligent self, he does not know 
anything that is outside, nor anything inside” (Brh. 4.3.211), how- 
ever, does not refer to the freed soul, but “refers either" to deep 
sleep or to death. In the texts: “ Verily, now he does not know him- 
self as: ‘I am he’, nor indeed the things here" (Chand. 8.11.1 2), 
" Having arisen from these elements, he perishes into them alone ”’ 
(Brh. 4.5.13 3), ** Verily, with this celestial eye, tho mind, he sees these 
desires" (Chand. 8.12.5), the soul's absence of knowledge during these 
two states (viz. deep sleep and death), as well as its omniscience during 
the state of release, are * manifested” or clearly declared by Scripture. 


Vedanta -kaustubha 


To the objection, viz. It cannot be said that the individual soul 
can abide in many bodies even by means of its attribute of knowledge, 
since in the text : “Embraced by the intelligent self, he knows nothing 
that is outside nor anything inside" (Brh. 4.3.21), one who has 
attained the Highest Self is declared to be devoid of any knowledge 
of particular objects,—the author replies: 

This text “‘ refers either to merging in one's own self or to attain- 
ing ’’, i.e. either to deep sleep or to death. ‘‘For (this) is manifested", 
i.o. because the soul's absence of all knowledge of particular objects 
during deep sleep and death, as well as its omniscience during the 
state of release, are "manifested" or clearly declared by Scripture 
itself. The text: “Verily, now he does not know himself as: ‘I am 
he', nor indeed the things here. He has gone to utter annihilation. 
I do not see any good in it" (Chànd. 8.11.1), declares that the soul 
has no knowledge of particular objects during deep sleep. And the 
text: “Having arisen from these elements, he perishes into them alone "' 
(Brh. 4.5.13), declares that it has no knowledge of particular objects 
when dead. The word ‘perishes’ means that its knowledge ceases to be 
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manifest. Finally, the following texts declare that the soul is omni- 
scient during its state of release: “Verily, with this celestial eye, the 
mind, he sees desires, and enjoys in this world of Brahman” (Chand. 
8.12.5), “Verily, the seer sees everything, attains everything every- 
where" (Chànd. 7.26.2). Hence it is perfectly reasonable to hold 
that the freed soul possesses the instruments, such as the body and the 
rest, created by the Lord; may have, according to will, a body or 
not or many bodies; and is omniscient. 


Here ends the section entitled “Absence” (5). 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 


He interprets the word "sampatti" as ‘final release’. His view 
is that the lower knowers who meditate on the qualified Brahman do 
not attain kaivalya or absolute isolation as the soul gets during deep 
sleep and release, but only a particular condition when the knowledge 
of difference still persists. 


Adhikarana 6: The section entitled “Exclusive 
of the activities in connection with the Uni- 
verse", (Sütras 17-22). 


SÜTRA 17 


* EXCLUSIVE OF THE ACTIVITIES IN CONNECTION WITH THE UNI- 
VERSE, ON ACCOUNT OF THE SUBJECT-MATTER, AND ON ACCOUNT 
OF NON-PROXIMITY.”’ 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


The lordship of the freed soul consists in something other than 
the activities in connection with the creation and the rest of the 


1 S.B. 4.4.16, p. 976. 
26B 
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universe. Why? Because in the text: “From whom, verily, these 
beings arise” (Tait. 3.11), the Highest Brahman is referred to as the 
subject-matter; and because the individual soul has no place theroin. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


Now the question is being considered, viz. of what nature is the 
lordship of the freed soul, which has thus come to attain the highest 
identity. 

The doubt is, viz. Whether the lordship of the freed soul consists 
in the activities in connection with universe or is exclusive of it. The 
prima facie view is that like the Highost Person, the lordship of the 
freed soul too consists in the activities in connection with the creation, 
maintenance and so on of the entire universe. 

With regard to this, we reply: "Exclusive of the activities in 
connection with tho universe". "That is, the lordship of the freed 
soul does not consist in the activities in connection with the controlling 
of the universe, such as its ereation and so on. But the activities 
in connection with the creation of the universe belong to the Highest 
Brahman alone. Why? “On account of subject-matter,” i.e. 
because in the texts designating creation snd so on, viz. “From whom, 
verily, these beings arise"' (Tait. 3.1) and so on, He alone is the subject- 
matter; “also on account of non-proximity’’, i.o. because in the texts 
designating creation and so on, the freed soul is never mentioned as 
the creator and the rest of the universe. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara 
As pointed out above, he refers all these sütras to the lower 


knowers only. 
Bhaskara 


He too refers this and the following sütras to those who attain the 
effected Brahman only. 
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SUTRA 18 


“IF IT BE OBJECTED THAT ON ACCOUNT OF DIRECT TEACHING, NO, 
(WE REPLY:) NO, ON ACCOUNT OF THAT WHICH ABIDES WITHIN 
THE SPHERE OF THOSE ENTRUSTED WITH SPECIAL OFFICES BEING 
MENTIONED." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


If it be objected: Since by the scriptural text: “He becomes a 
self-ruler. He comes to have freedom of movement in all the worlds” 
(Chand. 7.25.21) the freed soul is proved to have the activities in 
connection with the universe, the stated view: ''Exclusive of the 
activities in connection with the univorse" (Br. Sü. 4.4.17) is not 
tenable,— 


We reply: “no”, since that text simply declares that the objects 
of enjoyments inhering in the worlds of Hiranyagarbha and the rest 
are the objects of the freed soul's enjoyment. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


If it be objected: The view, stated above, that the lordship of the 
freed soul is exclusive of the activities in connection with the universe, 
is not tenable. Why? “On account of the direct teaching”: “He 
becomes a self-ruler. He comes to have freedom of movement in all 
the worlds" (Chand. 7.25.2). The word ‘direct’ means ‘Scriptural’. 
By Scripture, i.e. by the Chandogya and the rest, the lordship of the 
freed soul is taught as consisting in the activities in connection with 
the/universe,—on account of that,— 

We reply: “no”. Why? “On account of that which abides 
within the spheres of those who are entrusted with special offices 
being mentioned," i.e. because “‘that which abides within the spheres 
of those who are entrusted with special offices", or the objects of 
enjoyment inhering in the worlds of Hiranyagarbha and so on too 
“ are mentioned ”’, i.e. established, by the Chàndogya-text, to be the 
objects of the freed soul's enjoyment. 


1 R. 


[sC. 4. 4. 19. 
ADH. 6.] VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA 879 


COMPARISON. 
Samkara and Bhàskara 


Interpretation different, viz. The soul who has attained the effected 
Brahman has not unlimited lordship, since it depends on the Lord 
abiding in the disc of the sun and the rest.! 


SOTRA 19 


“ AND THAT WHICH IS NOT SUBJECT TO CHANGE, FOR THUS (SORIP- 
TURE) DECLARES (ITS) EXISTENCE." 


Vedànta-pàrijata-saurabha 


The freed soul intuits Brahman alone, free from the changes of 
birth and the rest, an ocean of natural, inconcevable and infinite 
attributes, and possessed of super-human power, “for” Scripture 
declares the souls “existence” during salvation? to be "thus": 
** For when, verily, he finds fearlessness as a foundation in that which 
is invisible, incorporal, undefined, unsupported, then he has gone to 
fearlessness” (Tait. 2.7 3), “Verily, he is the essence, for on attaining 
this essence one becomes blissful” (Tait. 2.7). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


It has been said the lordship of the freed soul is exclusive of the 
activities in connection with the universe. On tbe enquiry: In what, 
then, does it consist ?—the author now shows that the lordship of 
the freed soul consists in a direct intuition of the Highest Brahman, 
possessed of super-human power, and thereby rejects the view—sug- 
gested by the statement made above that the objects of enjoyment, 
inhering in the spheres of those who are entrusted with special offices, 
are the freed soul's objects of enjoyment,—viz. that the freed soul is 
just like the soul in bondage. 


e smt 


1 S.B. 4.4.18, pp. 977-978; Bh. B. 4.4.8, p. 248. 


2 C.S.S. reads “mukta-sthiti”, (p. 91), also Brindàban ed. (p. 1354). 
3 R, 
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The freed soul intuits the Highest Brahman alone, “not subject 
to change", i.e. untouched by any change like birth and so on, free 
by nature from all faults, the one ocean of all auspicious qualities, 
and possessed of super-human powers. The word “and” implies 
emphasis. Scripture declares “the existence” of the freed soul to 
be "thus": “For when, verily, he finds fearlessness as a foundation 
in that which is invisible, incorporal, undefined, unsupported, then he 
has gone to fearlessness ” (Tait. 2.7), “Verily, he is the essence, for on 
attaining this essence, one becomes blissful” (Tait. 2.7), * ** Whereby 
the unheard becomes heard, the unthought thought, the unknown 
known "' (Chand. 6.1.3). The sense is this: Even when the soul in 
bondage happens to go to the world of Hiranyagarbha, it does not 
find freedom from fear, in accordance with the declaration by the 
Lord: ‘ ** The worlds up to the world of Brahma do return, O Arjuna! "' 
(Gita 8.16). But the freed soul, on attaining the Lord, possessed of 
supreme power, enjoys the pleasures belonging to the worlds of Hiranya- 
garbha and others too, which are included within Him as His particular 
power. This is déclared by the scriptural text: “He comes to have 
freedom of movement in all the worlds’’ (Chand. 7.25.2). All the 
worlds, which are powers of the Highest Brahman, abide in Him. 
This is declared by the scriptural text: “That alone is the bright, 
that is Brahman, that alone is said to be immortal. In him all worlds 
rest. Nothing surpasses him" (Katha 5.8; 6.1). It cannot be said 
that the individual soul being other than the Highest must be subject 
to some fear, in accordance with the declaration: ‘‘Fear arises from a 
second” (Brh. 1.4.2),—because the freed soul is not a second something, 
distinct from the Lord, as a deer is from a tiger; and because it has 
been established many times before 1 that the individual soul, because 
of having Brahman as its essence, is non-different from Him. 


COMPARISON 
Samkara and Bhaskara 


“(The Highest Brahman) does not abide in effects (like the sun 
and the rest), for (Scripture) declares (His) existence (to be) thus." 
That is, it has been said in the previous sütra that those who attain 
the effected Brahman are subject to the Lord abiding within the sun 


ST SE TS A REA, ^ memes ÜDe Et 5 Pa sn IS 


1 Vide, e.g., V.P.S. 1.1.1, 1.1.7, 1.2.21, 1.4.9, 1.4.20, etc. eto. 
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and the rest. But here it is shown that the Highest Brahman, who 
is non-qualified, does not abide in sun and the rest, but only the 
qualified Brahman does.! 


SÜTRA 20 


* AND THUS PERCEPTION AND INFERENOE SHOW." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


Brahman alone is capable of the activities in connection with the 
creation and the rest of the entire universe. The following scriptural 
Smrti passages "show" the lordship of the freed soul to be exclusive 
of the activities in connection with the universe: “He is the cause, 
the lord of the lord of causes?" (Svet. 6.9 3), “The controller of all, 
the ruler of all" (Brh. 4.4.22 4), <“ With me as the ruler, prakrti brings 
forth the movable and the immovable ”’’ (Gità 9.105). 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


** Perception " means Scripture, ‘‘inference’’ Smrti. These two, 
Scripture and Smrti, “‘show” that Brahman alone, not subject to 
any change, is capable of the activities in connection with the universe. 
The scriptural texts are to the effect: ‘‘ The lord of matter and souls, 
the controller of attributes" (Svet. 6.16), ‘‘Supreme is His power, 
declared to be manifold ” (Svet. 6.8), ‘ '* The existent alone, my dear, 
was this in the beginning, one only, without a second ""' (Chand. 
6.2.1), ‘‘ He is the Lord of all, he is the ruler of beings, he is the protector 
of beings, he is the bridge for keeping these worlds apart” (Brh. 4.4.22), 
* ** Verily, at the command of the Imperishable, (Gàrgi), the sun and 
the moon stand held apart ”’ (Brh. 3.8.9), ‘‘ Through fear the wind 


Ne NE EN TS STR Se ah SRE Pd 


1 §.B. 4.4.19, p. 978; Bh. B. 4.4.19, p. 248. The difference between Sam- 
kara and Bhaskara with regard to these two aspects of the Lord—non-qualified 
and qualified—is that while Samkara takes the former alone to be true, the latter 
false, Bhaskara takes the former to be real and eternal, the latter, real and 
non-eternal. 

2 Correct reading: ‘“‘ Karnadhipadhipa’’—the lord of the lord of sense-organs 
(or the individual soul). Vide Svet. 6.9, p. 70. 

3 Not quoted by others. * Op, cit. 5 R. 
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blows, through fear the sun arises, through fear fire, the moon and 
death as the fifth specd on” (Tait. 2.8), ‘‘ He is the cause, the Lord 
of the lord of causes" (Svet. 6.9), “In whom all the worlds rest. None, 
surpasses him” (Katha 5.8; 6.1), ‘‘ Krgņa, the one, the controller, 
moving everywhere, is to be worshipped” (G.P.T.!). The Smrti 
passages are to the effect: ‘ ‘‘ With me as the ruler, prakrti brings forth 
the movable and the immovable ” ' (Gità 9.10), ‘ “ Pervading the entire 
universe with a part of mine, I abide ” °’ (Gita 10.42), ‘ ** I am the source 
of all, everything originates from me’’’ (Gita 10.8), ' '* On me all this 
is strung, like gems on a piece of thread "' (Gita 7.7), ‘“ There is 
nothing else higher than me, O Dhanafijaya’’’ (Gita 7.17). 

The freed soul, however, though similar to the Highest Brahman, 
yet cannot possibly bo the lord of all the sentient and the non-sentient, 
their controller, their supporter, all-pervasive and so on; and hence 
its lordship is exclusive of the activities in connection with tho 
universe. 


SÜTRA 21 


‘“ AND ON ACCOUNT OF THE INDICATION OF EQUALITY IN POINT 
OF ENJOYMENT ONLY." 


Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


“And on account of the indication of equality in point of enjoy- 
ment only," viz.: ‘‘ He enjoys all pleasures together with Brahman, 
the all-knowing”’ (Tait. 2.12), the lordship of the freed soul is exclusive 
of the activities with regard to the universe. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


“And on account of the indication” to the effect that the freed 
soul has similarity with the Lord in point of enjoyment only, viz.: 
"He enjoys all desires together with Brahman, the all-knowing" 
(Tait. 2.1), it is known that the lordship of the freed soul is exclusive 
of the activities in connection with the universe. 


1 P. 196. 2 R, Bh, Sk, B. 
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SÜTRA 22 


‘“NON-RETURN, ON ACCOUNT OF TEXT." 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha 


There is no return for the soul which has attained the form of the 
highest light and has become free from transmigratory cxistence. 
Why? “On account of the texts": ' Those who proceed by this 
do not return to this human whirlpool, return not"' (Chand. 4.15.61), 
* * But on attaining me, O son of Kunti, there is no re-birth”’’ (Gita 
8.16 2). 


Here ends the fourth quarter of the fourth chapter in the Vedanta- 
párijáta-saurabha, an interpretation of the Sariraka- 
mimamsa texts by the reverend Nimbarka. 


Vedanta-kaustubha 


By demonstrating that the freed soul has similarity with the 
Lord in point of enjoyment alone, it has been shown there is no simi- 
larity of nature between the two. It is to be known that tho freed 
soul, different from Brahman, has no return, ‘‘on account of texts", 
i.e. in accordance with following scriptural and Smrti texts: ‘Those 
who proceed by this, do not return to this human whirlpool, return 
not” (Chand. 4.15.6), “They attain the world of Brahman, and do not 
return” (Chand. 4.15.1), “This is immortal, fearless, this is the highest 
abode. From this, one does not return"' (Praéna 1.10), ' * On attaining 
me, the great-souled ones who have attained supreme perfection, are 
not subject to re-birth, the abode of miseries and non-eternal.”’’ 
(Gità 8.15), ‘‘‘ But on attaining me, O son of Kunti, there is no re- 
birth”? (Gita 8.16), ‘ ‘‘ Resorting to this knowledge, they have come to 
attain similarity with me. They are not born at the time of creation, 
nor suffer at the time of dissolution "" (Gita 14.2) and so on. The 
repetition of the aphorism indicates the completion of thy’ fireatise. 


1 §, Bh, B. 
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It is established that the lordship of the freed soul consists in a direct 
intuition of the Highest Brahman, the Highest Self, the soul of all. 


Here ends the section entitled ‘‘ Exclusive of the activities 
in connection with the universe (6). 


I bow down to the author of the aphorisms and to him who 
explained them, through whose grace the Vedanta-kaustubha has been 
churned out of the ocean of Scripture for the well-being of knowers. 


Here ends the fourth quarter of the fourth chapter in the holy 
Vedánta-kaustubha, a commentary on the Sariraka-mimamsa texts 
and composed by the reverend teacher Srinivasa, dwelling under the 
lotus-feet of the venerable Nimbarka, the founder and teacher of the 
sect of the holy Sanatkumara. 

This fourth chapter entitled ‘Tho fruit" is completed. 


Résumé 


According to Nimbürka and others, the fourth quarter of the 
fourth chapter contains 22 sütras. The number of adhikaranas is 
6 according to Nimbàrka and Ramanuja, 7 according to Samkara 
and Bhaskara, 8 according to Srikantha and 10 according to Baladeva. 


THE END 
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PREFACE. 


The Royal Asiatic Society of Bengal accepted Dr. Roma Bose’s 
(Choudhury) doctoral dissertation on Vedanta-Parijata-Saurabha of 
Nimbarka and Vedàünta-Kaustubha of Srinivasa for publication in the 
Bibliotheca Indica Series and the printing of the first volume was 
completed early in 1940. When the second volume was printed off 
in 1941, the two volumes together came to 884 pages, Royal 8vo. 
Dr. B. S. Guha, the then General Secretary hoped to publish Indexes 
for both the volumes at the end of Vol. II, but the Indexes were not 
ready and as the third volume would give a general survey of the life 
and thoughts of Nimbarka, we found it convenient to print the Indexes 
of all the three volumes together at the end of Vol. III. 

The learned author has given a lucid and comprehensive exposition 
of the doctrinal as well as the historical problems of the Nimbarka 
school in its entirety. Opening with a brief survey of the life of 
Nimbàárka, the author discusses briefly the date as well as the specific 
works of the great philosopher. The rest of the book is devoted to a 
detailed analysis of the doctrines of Nimbarka and his followers 
(pp. 18-279). Incidentally the author institutes comparison of the 
doctrine of Nimbarka with some other Bhedabheda (unity in plurality) 
doctrines as coming from Ramanuja, Bhaskara, Srikantha and 
Baladeva. A résumé of the various doctrines was then given, bringing 
out the inherent similarities and dissimilarities. The various rituals 
of the Nimbarka sect were finally described and an evaluation of 
Nimb§arka’s system was made in the concluding section of the book. 
An exhaustive bibliography has been added and the Index to all the 
three volumes will facilitate, let us hope, further studies along the line 
chalked out by the author whom we congratulate on the completion of 
her monumental work. Brahmavddinit was a well-known and well- 
merited title held by several femmes savantes of the later Vedic age and 
the Royal Asiatic Society of Bengal, the pioneer institution in the 
revival of ancient Indian culture, may take legitimate pride in the 
fact of setting its seal on the merits of the exposition of Brahmavada 
by a brilliant woman scholar of modern India. 

KALIDAS NAG, 
General Secretary, 
21st October, 1943. Royal Asiatic Society of Bengal. 
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LIFE OF NIMBARKA 


Nothing much is known for certain about the life of Nimbarka. 
He was believed to be an incarnation of the Sudargana-cakra (disc) 
of Lord Vignu, born on earth for suppressing the heretical doctrines, 
then prevalent, and for preaching the holy Vaisnava religion.! He 
was a Tailanga Brahmana born in Telinga,? in the Sudaré$ana-&órama, 
situated on the bank of Devanadi.8 According to a different account, 


1 V.K., p. 1, Kasi ed.; V.R.M., p. 1; S.J., p. 1; S.S., p. 1; A.S., quoted in 
À.O., p. 35, cf. also S.R., pp. 124-125; Q.M., p. 1; V.M., p. 1; L.M., p. 1; Preface 
to V.P.S., p. 3, 0.8.8. ed.; Preface to $.K., p. 4; S.M.M., p. 2; S.M., pp. 1-2; 
Bh.P., quoted in the Preface to V.P.8., p. 2, Kaéi ed. 

The account given in A.C., pp. 42-48, is as follows :— 

Once all the sages were assailed with doubt as to whether the pravrtti-marga 
was better or the nivrtti-marga, and they approached Brahma with this question. 
Brahma took them to Lord Aniruddha on the bank of the Ksgira-ságara and 
requested him to point out the right path to the sages. Thereupon, an unseen 
voice declared from heaven that to the Lord and to His devotees the nivrtti- 
márga was preferable, and that He should teach tho nivrtti-marga to the 
world. Being satisfied, the sages went away. Then the Lord summoned His 
own Sudaréana-cakra—a part of Himself—and commanded him to descend on 
earth to revive and teach the Bhagavata-dharma, which was waning and which 
he could learn from Narada, and spread it all around. Accordingly the 
Sudaráana-cakra was born as the son of Aruna and Jayanti. 

Tho account given in Bh.P. is much the same, omitting only the first portion, 
viz., the going of the sages to Brahma, eto. 

The account given in Naimisa-khanda, as quoted in A.C., pp. 34-35, is as 
follows :— 

At the end of the Treté-yuga, the Brihmanas, being afraid of the 
Asuras, prayed to the Lord Hari. They also prayed to Brahma, who himself 
prayed to Lord Hari again. Thereupon Lord Hari gavo him His own Sudarsana- 
cakra for the protection of the Bráhmanas. SudarSana descended on earth as 
a sage, called Havirdhana or Niyamananda. 

2 V.R.M., p. 1l. 

Telinga is the country along the coast south of Orissa as far as Madras. 

According to one account, Nimbarka was born in a villago called Munügi- 
patana in 'Tailaüga; S.N., p. 2, and p. 2 footnote; of. also S.N.M., p. 2. 

8 Bh.P., quoted in the Preface to V.P.S., p. 2, Kaéi ed. Devanadt is 
identified with the river Godavari in Southern India (vide G.M., p. 47). 

In A.S. it is said that Nimbarka was born in a village called Nimbagrima 
near Govardhana. Govardhana is a celebrated hill in Vpndavana or the country 
about Mathura. 
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however, he was born ip Vrndávana, on the bank of Süryaputri or 
Yamuné.! 

According to one account he was born in the month of Kartika 
in the evening of the full-moon night,? while according to another, 
he was born in the month of Vaisaékha on the third day of the bright 
half of the moon. 

His father’s name was Aruna, and his mother's Jayanti.$ Accord- 
ing to a different account, however, his father’s name was Jagannatha, 
and his mother’s Sarasvati.5 


1 A.C., p. 48. 

Note that Purugottama, who was the fourth in succession from Nimbárka, 
states in the introductory part of his V.R.M. that Nimbürka was born in Telinga 
(Southern India), but Purugottama, the author of A.C., holds that Nimbarka 
was born in Vrndávana (Northern India). 

British Museum Catalogue (Supplementary catalogue of Sanskrit, Pali 
and Prakrit books, 1928) makes Purusottama, the author of V.R.M., identical 
with Purusottama, the author of A.O. (vide p. 819). But this is not really the 
case, as will be clear from the following evidence:— 

The A.C. begins thus:— 

Once several highly learned men like Svabhtdeva and the like approached 
the great sage Harivydsadeva in the Dhruvaksetra in Mathura, and wanted to hear 
the biography of Nimbarka, the founder of their sect. Thereupon, 
Harivyüsadeva first made obeisance to his guru Sribhatta and began to tell them 
about the life and doings of Nimbárka, ete. (A.C., pp. 1-4). 

This shows that Purusgottama, the author of A.C., must have flourished 
subsequent to Sribhatta, Harivyüsadeva, and Svabhüdeva. But Sribhatta was 
the thirty-first in succession from Nimbarka, Harivyüsadeva, the thirty-second 
and Svabhüdeva, the thirty-third, while Purugottama, the author of V.R.M., was 
only the fourth (vide pp. 105-106 of the thesis, Part 1). This proves conclusively 
that Purusottama, the author of A.C., was other than Purusottama, the author of 
V.R.M. 

2 A.C., p. 48; Bh.P., quoted in the Preface to the V.P.S., p. 2, Kasi ed.; 
$.N.M., p. 2. 

3 Ś.K., p. 3; A.S., quoted in A.O., p. 35, etc. Vaiśākha is the April-May 
month. 

4 À.O., p. 48; A.S., quoted in A.C., p. 35, also given in S.R., pp. 124-125; 
Preface to 8.K., p. 4; Preface to V.P.S., p. 3, O.S.S. ed.; Bh.P., quoted in the 
Preface to V.P.S, p. 2, Kasi ed. (according to it, Aruna belonged to the Bhrgu 
clan); $.N.M., p. 2; $.N., p. 2. 

5 §.K., p. 3. 

It is interesting to note that the account given by Harivyaésadeva in his 
S.K. tallies with that given by Audumbara Ri in A.S. regarding the time of 
Nimbáürka's birth (viz. the month of Vaié$ükha) and his father's name (viz. 
Jagannütha), but differs from it regarding his mother’s name, which the latter 
gives aa “ Vaijayanti ". 

IB 
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Eggeling’s identification of Nimbàrka with Bhàskar&cürya is 
wrong.! His disciples never refer to him as Bhaskara, but always as 
Niyamünanda or Nimbarka.2 It will be shown later on that 
Bhaskara and Nimbarka were two different persons representing two 
different schools of thought altogether. 

According to tradition, Nimbàrka had some other names as well, 
viz. Aruni, because he was the son of Aruna 8; “Jayanteya’’, because 
he was the son of Jayanti‘; “Haripriya”, because he was very dear 
to the Lord, being His incarnation 5; “Havirdhana’’, because he was a 
supporter and a nourisher of the havis, or sacrificial ghee 9$; and 
“Sudarsana ", because he was an incarnation of the Sudar$ana-cakra 
of the Lord.’ 

His most well-known names are, however, the first two, viz. 
Niyamananda and Nimbàrka. Various etymological explanations of 
the first name have been given by his disciples,9 and several legends 
are connected with the second. 


——— Se Se ee eto Cee o À— 


We do not know. and have no means of knowing, whether the parents of 
Nimbarka each bore two namos: Aruna and Jagannatha, Jayanti and Sarasvati. 

1 L.O.C. of Sanskrit MSS., Part IV, 1894, p. 802. 

2 Srinivasa, V.K., pp. 1-2—Nimbabhaskara and Niyamànanda; 
Purusottama, V.R.M., p. l—Niyamànanda; Devacarya, S.J., pp. 2, 6— 
Niyamánanda ; Sundarabhatta, S.S., p. 1—Niyamananda; Ke$avaküsmiribhatta, 
T.P., p. 1—Nimbarka; Harivyàsadeva, $.K., p. 3—Nimbaditya and Nimbarka ; 
Purusottamaprasada Vaisnava I, S.K., pp. 1, 148—Niyainánanda; Anantarüma, 
V.M., p. 1—Niyamananda. 

Cf. also Gopàla Sastri, Preface to S.K., p. 4—Niyamaànanda; Vindhyeávari. 
prasáda Dvivedin, Preface to V.P.S., K.S.8., p. 3—Nimbárka; Kiéori Dasa, 
S.N.M., p. 2 and S.N., pp. 1, 2, etc. 

3 Á.C., p. 56. This namo, it is said, was given to Nimbarka by Brahma. 
See footnote 1, p. 6 of the thesis, Part 1. 

4 Op. cit. 

5 A.C., p. 61. This name, it is said, was given to Nimbarka by Narada, 

Keéavakaémirin, at the end of his T.P., p. 380, refers to Nimbarka as 
“Haripriya”, but the word seems to be used as an adjective rather than as a 
pronoun. i 

6 Naimisa-khanda, quoted in A.C., p. 35; Sanmohanatantra, quoted in 
A.O., p. 37. _Krgna-upanisad, quoted in A.C., p. 39. 

7 Naimisa-khanda, quoted in A.C., p. 34; Káfici-khanda, quoted in A.C., 
p. 37. 

8 L.S., p. 1. He was called ‘“Niyamananda”’ because (cf. the commentary 
on L.S., p. 3) he brought all people under his control, or because he devoted 
(controlled) himself to supreme bhakti of the Lord. 

Vide G.M. also, p. 2, on L.8.; various oxplanations given, such as, He was 
niyama, because he controlled (niyamayati) thoee who deviated from the path of 
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According to one account, when the boy was about five years old, 
Father Brahma went to the hermitage of the sage Aruna, in the guise 
of an ascetic. The sage was not at home at that time, and Jayanti, 
as the hostess, respectfully offered some refreshment to the guest. 
But as it was past sunset, the ascetic refused to comply with her 
request. Thereupon, the boy approached the ascetic and said: 
“Reverend Sir, do be pleased to accept our hospitality, for look, the 
sun is still lingering over the yonder Nimba-tree”’, and showed him the 
sun, shining as bright as ever over the said tree. But when the 
ascetic finished his meal, he was astonished to find that it was really 
past midnight. Thereupon Brahma, being pleased, gave the boy the 
name “Nimbarka’’ because he had shown him the sun (arka) over the 
Nimba-tree long after sunset.1 

According to a different account, once a great and learned Dandin 
(or a Jaina ascetic, according to another account) visited our sage, 
and the two were engaged in controversial discussions till sunset. 
Then the sage offered some refreshment to the visitor, but as the 
sun was already setting, the mendicant was obliged to decline. There- 
upon the great sage arrested the further descent of the sun, and 
ordered it to stay over a yonder Nimba-tree till the guest had taken 


religion, and he was ananda because he gladdened (anandayati) the heart of his 
devotees; and so on. 

A.C., p. 56. He was called “Niyamānanda” because he expounded the Law, 
i.e. the Veda. 

S.P. p. 2 and S.S., p. 4. He was called *Niyamànanda" because the Bliss 
(Ananda, i.e. Brahman) taught by him universally (niyamena) manifests the 
world; i.e. because he was the teacher of the highest truth, viz. Brahman. 

Keéavakaémirin, in the Mangala-patha of his T.P., p. 1, gives an etymological 
explanation of the word “‘ Nimbürka "', viz. he was like a medicinal fruit (nimba) 
in curing people from the disease of the world, and he was like the sun (arka) 
in removing the darkness of the heart. 

1 À.C., pp. 52-56. According to this account, Brahma not only gave him 
the name “Nimbarka”, but also some other names, viz. Aruni, Jàyanteya, and 
Niyamananda. 

A slightly different account is given in S.N.M., pp. 2-3. Once Brahma 
(or Narada, according to another account) went to the hermitage of Aruna 
and asked for alms. But the sage was out, and nothing was available at home. 
Then seeing the guest turn back, disappointed, Niyamananda placed his own 
Sudaréana-tejas (which looked just like the sun) on a Nimba-tree, and fetched, 
in the meantime, fruits, etc. for the ascetic, from the forest. 

Cf. also the similar account given in Bh.P., quoted in the Preface to V.P.S., 
pp. 2-3, Kasi ed. 
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his meal. The sun did so, and from that time the sage came to be 
known as “Nimbarka’’ or ‘‘Nimbaditya’’ or the Sun of the Nimba-tree.! 

Nimbàrka is said to be the immediate disciple of Nàrada.? He 
himself refers to Narada as his guru in his commentary on the Brahma- 
sütras.? The tradition is that Brahma, out of pity for the world, 
merged as it was in the darkness of ignorance, produced four Kuméaras, 
viz. Sanaka, Sananda, Sanaétana, and Sanatkumára, out of his mind 
(mànasa-putra). These Kumāras requested their Father to teach 
them the highest reality. Brahma, being himself unable to teach 
them, prayed to Lord Vispu. Thereupon, the Lord, for the good of 
the world, manifested Himself as a swan (Hamsá&vatàra) and taught 
the supreme truth to the Kumáàras, who taught it to Nàrada,* and 
Narada in his turn handed down this knowledge to Nimbàrka.5 

It is evident that no historical importance can be attached to this 
alleged fact of Nimbarka’s being the immediate disciple of Narada, 
who is, after all, a mere traditional figure, like the swan-incarnation 
and the four Kumaras. It is truc that Nimbarka himself refers to 
him as his preceptor,® but that by no means guarantees us in con- 


1 B.M.G., p. 171. 

Cf. the similar account given in S.N., p. 3. 

2 A.C., pp. 57ff.; S.N., p. 4; S.N.M., pp. 7, 8. 

3 V.P.S., 1.3.8, p. 80, Kasi ed. 

4 Cf. also the Chànd., 7th chap., the dialogue between Narada and 
Sanatkumara. Here Sanatkumaàra is represented as teaching the supreme truth 
to Narada. See V.K., 1.3.8 

Nimbarka also represents Narada as learning the truth from Sanatkumára 
in his V.P.S., 1.3.8. . 

5 A.C., pp. 7-21, 57-64. Narada went to the hermitage of Nimbarka, 
initiated him properly, gave him the name ** Haridasa Haripriya ” and taught 
him five-fold knowledge, viz. the Gayatrimantra, the Vignu-bhakti-rahasya- 
mantra, the Upanisads, the Vedas, and the Sri-gopala-mantra of eighteen 
syllables. He taught him, further, the Vedanta doctrine, viz. that there are 
three realities, viz. God, Soul and World, and that the relation between them is 
a relation of difference-non-difference. 

Cf. also Mangala-patha, V.K., verse 1, p. 1, Kaéi ed., where Srinivasa makes 
obeisance to the Lord Swan, Sanaka, and the rest, and Nimbarka. 

Mangala-patha, T.P., verse 4, p. 380, where Keáavakaàémirin makes obeisance 
to the Lord who assumed the form of a swan for teaching the truth to Sanaka 
and the rest; P.R., p. 8, where Baladeva quotes from Padmae-purüna to the 
effect that Sri, Brahma, Rudra, and the four Kumáras, respectively chose 
Rámánuja, Madhva, Visnusvamin, and Nimbarka as the founders of their 
respective sects; $.N.M., p. 8; 8.N., p. 5. 

‘See footnote 3, above. 
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cluding that he actually learnt the Vedànta-doctrine from Narada, 
as alleged. Nimbarka might have very well called Narada his preceptor 
simply for showing the antiquity of his own doctrine, as well as for 
glorifying it and making it more acceptable to the people, for quite 
naturally people would fall in with his doctrine far more easily if they 
were to learn that it was not invented by Nimbarka, a man, but was 
handed down to him by Narada, a divine sage, who, again, learnt it 
from the Kumaras, sons of Brahma, who, finally, learnt it from the 
Lord Himself. Another reason why Nimbarka chose to refer to 
Narada as his preceptor was perhaps that Narada was supposed to be 
well acquainted with the glory of Ráàdhà-Krsna, the central point of 
Nimbarka’s doctrine.1 

Of course, Nimbàrka does not seem to have been the first to hold 
the Bhedaibheda doctrine. In the Brahma-sütras, for example, we 
find a reference to the view of ASmarathya 2 who seems to have held 
a sort of Bhed&übheda doctrine. Nimbàrka might, however, have 
been its first systematic propounder. 

Nimbürka was a Naisthika-brahmacárin, i.e. led the life of a 
perpetual religious student, observing the vow of chastity through 
his life, and never became a householder.3 He is said to have practised 
a severe penance under a Nimba-tree, living on the juice of its 
fruits only.4 Afterwards, it is said, he visited all the holy places and 
travelled all around preaching the holy Vaisnava religion wherever 
he went. He visited the Setu-bandha in the South, Gurjara,9 and 
Nariyana-sarovara. Finding the world plunged in ignorance, he 
deputed the sage Audumbara to compose a Samhita in his (i.e. 
Audumbara’s) name, preaching the path of devotion. Next he went 
to the Naimigaéranya and stayed there for a few years with prominent 


Cf. also M.R.S§., verse 1, p. 1, where Nimbarka makes obeisance to the Swan, 
the Kumáras, and Narada. 

Nimbarka refers to Sanaka and others as well as to Narada in his D.S., 
Sloka 6, also. 

1 The Naradapafica-ratra brings out this fully. 

2 Vide Br. Sù., 1.4.20. 

3 A.C., p. 64. 

4 A.C., p. 72. 

5 The ridge of rocks extending from Rameévara on the south-eastern coast 
of India to Ceylon, and supposed to have been formed by Hanumat for the 
passage of Rama’s army. 

9 Modern Gujret. 

? Audumbara-samhité, quoted in A.C., p. 35, also S.R., pp. 124-126. 
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sages. Afterwards, he visited the Badari-dSrama.! After that he 
returned to his own place and engaged himself in a great penance.? 
It is clear from the above account that our knowledge of the life of 
Nimbarka is at present meagre and not satisfactory. The available 
accounts about Nimbürka's life are mostly traditional WRIN may, 
however, contain some elements of truth. 


a 
* 


1 The place near the source of the Ganges. 
2 A.O., pp. 64ff. 
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Nimbarka wrote a short commentary on the Brahma-sütras 
called **Vedünta-pürijáta-saurabha"'.! It is said that he dedicated 
it to his immediate disciple Srinivasa.? 

This commentary is very condensed, and its peculiarity is that 
unlike most of the commentaries, it contains no attempt at refuting 
rival schools of thought,’ or at expounding at length the theory of the 
author himself. In it there are very few 4 discussions and argumenta- 
tions, and the author is content with stating his case in as few words 
as possible in course of explaining the word-meaning of the sütras 
without ever entering into details of any sort. His language, too, is 
very simple, and just to the point. He quotes from the Upanisads, 
eto., the Bhagavad-gità, the Maha-bharata, Manu-smrti, the Puranas, 
etc. in support of his case. 

Nimbarka composed also a small work containing ten stanzas, 
called 'Daéa-élok1" or “Siddhanta-ratna’’. It is said that he 
composed this also for his immediate disciple Srinivüsa.5 This book is 
a succint statement of his views regarding the nature of the three 
realities (tattvas), viz. Krsna,9 the cit," and the acit. Here Nimbarka 
emphasises the fact that Brahman, i.o. Krsna, is to be meditated on 
at all times,® supreme devotion being the highest sádhana.!9 And the 
object of meditation is not Krgna alone, but Radha and Krsna con- 


<A se ihe A AS ced ee RR NO a 


1 “The Odour of the Heavenly Flower of the Vedànta." Traditionally, he 
is supposed to have composed it during his stay in the Badarikésrama with 
Vyasa. 

The colophons to V.P.S. call it “Sarirakamimamsavakyartha”, and not a 
Bhásya, as they do Srinivasa’s V.K., vide e.g. the Kasi ed. of V.P.S., pp. 46, 47, 
etc. etc. 

2 À.O., p. 87, and p. 120. 

3 Nimbárka, qf course, criticises like other commentators, the theories of the 
Sàmkhya, Yoga, etc. (vide V.P.S. 2.2), but he makes no attempt at criticising 
other schools of the Vedanta. His criticisms of the Samkhya, Yoga, etc., too, 
are very brief. 


4 Cf. e.g. V.P.S., 1.1.4. 5 S.K., p. 3; A.C., p. 120. 
6 D.S., sloka, 4. 7 Op. cit., élokas 1-2. 
8 Op. cit., Sloka 3. 9 Op. cit., Slokas 6, 8. 


10 Op. cit., Sloka 9. 


WORKS OF NIMBARKA 9 


jointly.! This is a new point brought out, not found in the 
“Vedanta-parijata-saurabha’’, there being not a single mention of 
Radha or Kstna in it.? Nimbarka ends this treatise by pointing out 
the five truths to be known by the wise, all of which, however, he 
himself does not propound in it.® 

It is interesting to note that in this treatise Nimbarka insists, 
specially and separately, on the reality of all cognitions of objects, and 
on the trinity of reals (tri-ripa).4 By nature a very concise writer, 
he would not have devoted an entire verse (out of ten only) to this 
topic, unless there were prevalent at that time some views insisting on 
the falsity of our ordinary perceptions of the things of the world of 
plurality, and on the sole unity and reality of the Self. This seems 
to suggest that Nimbarka flourished in an age when Advaita-vada 
was already in vogue.6 In no other work of Nimbarka we find 
any such special and separate emphasis on this point.6 The reality 
of the world is taken for granted everywhere, as if self-evident and 
outside the sphere of all dispute. 

The “Daéa-éloki’’ being so very concise itself needs commentation 
and interpretation in order to be understood properly. Several 


1 D.Ś., sloka 5. 

2 Footnote 1, p. 18. 

3 D.Ś., éloka 10. Tho five truths or arthas are as follows: (1) the nature 
of the Upasya (i.e. Brahman), (2) the nature of the Upasaka (i.e. the jiva), (3) 
the fruit of the Lord's grace, (4) the Bhaktirasa, and (5) the obstructions to the 
attainment of the Lord. In D.$. Nimbarka propounds the first two only, and 
incidentally mentions the fourth, but says nothing about the fifth and the third, 
whatever he may mean by the latter. (According to most commentators, he 
means “moksa”’ here; vide e.g. V.R.M., p. 132. According to Harivyüsadeva 
however, the word means self-surrender (prapatti) and the giving up of all 
actions except the service of the Lord which results in self-surrender. Vide 
S.K., p. 38.) 

* D.S., dloka 7. Vide also V.R.M., p. 84. 

6 Cf. discourses regarding the date of Nimbarka; vide infra. 

6 In V.P.S., 3.3.39, Nimbarka says simply that the text “Neha nānāsti 
kificana" (Brh., 4.4.20, Katha, 4.11) means that everything is brehmátmaka, 
but says nothing more, p. 334, Kasi ed. 

In his §.N.K.8., too, as we shall see, while insisting on the sagunatva of 
Brahman (as against Nirgunavüda), on the reality of the “I” (as against the 
view that the aham-padartha is something unreal as composed of the Ajada cit 
and the jada ahamkdra), and on the view that Brahman is never the substrate 
and object of ajfiána, he does not specially insist on the reality of the world as 
against Mayé-vada. 
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commentaries have been written on it by different disciples of 
Nimbàrka.! 

The style of the “Daga-éloki” is very simple and charming, 
specially suited to a devotee who does not want to be bothered with 
abstract logical theories and hair-splitting wranglings, but wants to 
have the truth immediately in a nut-shell.2 Hence it has been appro- 
priately termed “Vedanta-kama-dhenu Daéa-sloki”’.8 

Nimbarka composed also a hymn of twenty-five verses in praise 
of Lord Krsna, called “Savisesa-nirvisesa-Sri-Krena-stava-raja”’. 
The tradition is that when Nimbarka went to see Krsna in Vrndavana, 
he eulogized the Lord by these twenty-five verses.4 

The Lord is belauded here as Hari, Krsna, Kegava,5 the abode of 
all power,9 and all beauty,’ the source of everything,8 the greatest 
of all,® all-pervading,!? yet abiding within all,!! and essentially fond 
of His devotees.12 The Lord is always an object of adoration and 
worship,1? and can be attained through devotion alone.14 

This book contains undeniable attempts at criticising Nirguna- 
vada,15 the doctrine that the Aham-artha or the “I” is not the essence 


1 See Appendix. 
2 Vide S.K., p. 3, whore it is said that the mastering of many Sastras being 


very difficult, Nimbarka, with a view to favouring his disciples, taught the 
kernel of truth in ten verses. 


5 V.RM,p.2. . 4 S.N., p. 2. 

5 S.N.K.S., éloka 7. 6 Op. cil., Slokas 8, 12. 

7 Op. cit., slokas 1, 3, 4, 10. 8 Op. cit., lokas 1, 9. 

® Op. cit., Slokas 3, 11. 10 Op. cit., Slokas 1, 7. 

11 Op. cit., Sloka 7. The Lord is both anu and mahàn. 

12 Op. cit., Slokas 11, 12. 13 On. cit.. Slokas 3, 7, 15, 16. 


14 Op. cit., loka 18. 

15 Op. cit., Slokas 2, 6, 10. In sloka 2 it is said that the Upanisadic texts 
which declare the Lord to be devoid of attributes simply mean that He is abso- 
lutely free from all avidyaka visesanas only, which fact does not prevent the 
Lord from being an abode of an infinite number of auspicious qualities. 

In éloka 6, the same thing is affirmed once more, viz. that the text “Not 
so, not so" (Brh., 2.3.6) denies only certain (i.e. unworthy and inauspicious) 
qualities to the Lord, and not any and every (i.e. worthy and auspicious) quality. 

The same thing is affirmed in éloka 10:—The Lord is said to be ‘nirvisesa-cit’ 
(in the sense of being free from all imperfections), and ‘mangalélaya’ (in the 
sense of being an abode of all auspicious qualities). These repeated attempts at 
explaining the nirguna-texts cannot but aim at refuting the theory based on 


them. 
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of the self,! Drsti-srsti-vàda 2 and the doctrine that Brahman is the 
à$raya and visaya of ajfiana.® 

The style of the "Savisega-nirviéega-Sri-Krsna-stava-r&ja'" is 
rather heavy, and not so simple and to the point as those of the two 
books mentioned above. This book is also’ more controversial than 
them, for even the “Vedanta-parijita-saurabha’’ contains no sectarian 
controversy, as we have seen. Several commentaries have been 
written on this work.* 

Nimbàrka is alleged to have written also a book called “Rahasya- 
mimamsa’”’.6 We know only of two sections of it, viz. “Mantra- 
rahasya-sodasi’’ and “Prapanna-kalpa-valli’’.6 

Both these sections deal with the sadhana called gurüpasatti, i.e. 
the complete self-surrender to a preceptor as a means of being led to 
God. The latter speaks of both gurüpasatti and prapatti with its 
six parts, but recommends the former as the essential pre-requisite of 
every sadhana. 

These two sádhanas, viz. prapatti and gurüpasatti, are not 
mentioned in the *Vedànta-pàrijáta-saurabha ", and though referred 
to incidentally in the 'Daéa-Sloki'"" and the “Savisesa-nirvisesa- 
Sri-Krsna-stava-rája ", are not set forth in details therein. The 
above two sections of the ‘“Rahasya-mimaémsa”’ indicate to us the 
detailed method of procedure of approaching God through an 
intermediary—viz. a guru, the god on earth. 

Besides the above-mentioned works, we know of a few hymns 
and verses composed by Nimbarka—viz. the ‘“Pratah-smarana- 
stotra’’, or ten stotras in praise of Radha and Krsna, to be recited 


emmm e me — — ———— o onoo mae em ET Tm eec 


1 §.N.K.S., loka 21. It is said here that the Aham-artha or the “I”, the 
object of introspection (aham-pratiti) (viz. “I know", etc.) is not a combination 
of two things (‘dvyaméa’) (viz. the cit and the acit). This seems to refer to the 
Advaita view that the “I” is not the essence of the self, but is ultimately unreal, 
because it is due simply to the unwarrantable commingling of two diametrically 
opposed things—the ajada cit and the jada aham-kara. 

2 Op. cit., Sloka 22. It is said here explicitly that the ‘Drsti-srsti-vida’ 
is an untenable doctrine. 

3 Op. cit., loka 23. Here it is explicitly said that the Lord is neither the 
iéraya nor the visaya of ajñāna. 

4 Vide Appendix. 5 P.S.M., p. 1. 

€ Vide 8.R., where these two chapters have been collected (Rahasya-sodasi, 
pp. 86-87; Prapanna-kalpa-valli, pp. 108-111). Mantra-rahasya-godasi has been 
published separately with commentary. See Appendix. 

7 D.Ś., éloka 8. 8 §.N.K.S., Slokas 3, 7, etc. 
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daily in the morning by the devotee,! the “Radhastaka”’ or eight 
verses in praise of Radha? and the “Krenastaka”’ or eight verses in 
praise of Krsna.? 

These stotras are merely hymns in praise of the upasya-devata 
of Nimbarka, and are as such of no philosophic value. 

The '*Sva-dharmádhva-bodha ", attributed to him, is preserved in 
manuscript form only * and mainly deals with ritualistic problems. 

Other works by him, also preserved in manuscript forms, 
are  *Madhva-mukha-mardana",5 “Aitihya-tattva-riddhanta’’,® 
‘‘Pafica-samskara-pramana-vidhi’’,”? and “Vedanta-tattva-bodha”’.8 

These are all the works of Nimbarka actually known. Besides 
these, he composed some other treatises as well, which have not 
been found as yet. That he wrote a book called “Sadacara- 
prakàáa"', dealing with the Karma-yoga, is known from the works of 
some of his disciples.9 It is evident from the same source that he 
wrote another book called “Prapatti-cintamani’’ 10 and a commentary 
on the Bhagavad-gità.!1 


—,———————————— dP—————IÓÓ————————ÜÓ Ó ——————————————  — — ———————————————M 


2 Quoted in A.C., pp. 122-126; given in L.S.V., pp. 32-34. 

3 Quoted in A.C., pp. 130-133. 

According to tradition, Nimbarka- commanded his immediate -disciple 
Srinivasa to go to Sri-Radhd-kunda and recite the eight verses in praise of Radha 
and as a result he would be able to have a direct vision of Radha and Krsna. 
But Srinivasa, not being satisfied, said to his guru that he had taught him that 
the highest form of worship was the conjoint worship of Radha and Krsna, 
but so far he had been taught the Radhastaka only, and asked him to teach 
him the Krsnüstaka as well. Thereupon, Nimbarka taught him eight verses 
in praise of Krsna. Then Srinivasa went to Govardhana, did as he was told 
by his guru, and was able to have a direct vision of the Lord Krsna accompanied 
by Radha. Vide A.C., pp. 128-129. 

4 T.O.C. of MSS., Part IV, 1894, MS. No. 2480. 

5 Cat. Cat., p. 428, Part 1; N.W.P., Part 1, 1874, pp. 274-275. 

Cat. Cat., pp. 14, 64, Part 2; Rep. Bh., 1894, p. 66. 
Cat. Cat., p. 63, Part 3; Rep. Kath., p. 29. 

Cat. Cat., p. 297, Part 1; Oudh MSS., 1898, p. 42. 
V.R.M., p. 97; 8.K., p. 128; G.M., p. 34. 

It is claimed that a few torn leaves of this treatise have been found in a 
place called "Arunpa-gháta" in Bengal. Vide Preface to V.P.S., p. 6; Kasi 
ed.; S$.N.M., p. 9. 

10 V.R.M., p. 140; vide also Preface to V.P.S., p. 3, Kasi ed. 

We do not know whether this treatise is identical with the " Rahasya- 
mimámsá". The subjects of the two,—judging the first by its name and the 
second by ita two known sections,—seem to be identical. Even if this be the 
case, still we have no sure ground for inferring that the two are identical. 

11 T.P., p. 380. 
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Finally, it has been claimed that Nimbàrka wrote a commentary 
on the Veda,! too, but this view has no more than a traditional value, 
until we come across some definite evidence. The Vedànta-siddhünta- 
pradipa, attributed to Nimbarka in the Notices of Sanskrit MSS. 
(No. 2826), and the Guru-parampara noticed in the Catalogue of 
MSS. in the Private Libraries of N.W.P., Parts I-X, as a work of 
Nimbürka are not actually his works. The former is à work on the 
Advaita Vedanta school of Samkara and the latter is a list of the 
successive teachers of the school. 


1 À.C., p. 56. 


DATE OF NIMBARKA 


So far as the date of Nimbarka is concerned, we do not 
unfortunately get any help from the writings of his disciples, for most 
of them are silent about it,! and the few who mention it, unfortunately, 
contribute nothing to the problem, their accounts being mostly based 
on tradition and more or less exaggerated. 

This latter class of followers attempts to assign Nimbarka to a 
very ancient date. Thus some of them make him a contemporary of 
Vyàsa, the author of the Brahma-sütras,? and other ancient mythical 
figures.3 Others,4 again, identify the names Haripriya, Aruni and 
Sudaréana—the first mentioned in the Brahma-vaivarta-purana 
and the last two in the Bhagavata-purana—with Nimbarka, and 
argue therefrom that Nimbàrka must have flourished in an ancient 
date. 

It is evident at once that the above arguments are based on 
pure tradition, and not on historical truth; and may be rejected 
as such without further ado. Further, Haripriya and the rest are 
very common names, and may belong to anybody, and there is no 
evidence to show that they really refer to Nimbarka. 

It has been claimed further that Nimbàrka was the oldest of the 
commentators of the Brahma-sütras, because his commentary contains 
no refutation of the views of any other commentator. As such, it is 
said, Nimbarka must have flourished earlier than Samkara.5 It is 
alleged 9 also that in the Gaudapada-karika there is a reference to the 
Dvaitadvaita-vada of Nimbarka in the italicised portion of the 
passage :— 

“ Advaitam paramartho hi dvaitam tad-bheda ucyate. 
Tegàm ubhayathà dvaitam tenayam na virudhyate."' 7 


1 Eg., Srinivasa, Purusottama, Devacarya, Sundarabhatta, Keéáavakü&mirin, 
and Harivyüsadeva, the well-known disciples say nothing about his date. 
2 A.C., p. 87; S.N.M., p. 7; S.N., pp. 18ff.; Preface to V.P. 3, p. 3, Kaéi ed. 
3 A.C., pp. 47, 57ff., e.g. Krana and Narada. 
S.N.M., pp. 4ff.; S.N., pp. 18ff.; Preface to V.P.S., pp. 3-4, Kaél ed. 
S.N., p. 20; Intro. to V.P.8., p. 6, KA&I ed. 
Preface to V.P.S., pp. 4-5, Kasi ed. 
G.K., 3.18, p. 216. 
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Now, as we have seen, it is a fact that in his Vedanta-parijata- 
saurabha, Nimbarka makes no attempt at all to criticise Samkara. 
But we find that in his Savisega-nirvigesa-Sri-Krsna-stava-raja there 
are references to Nirguna-vada, the doctrine that the ‘aham-artha’ 
is not the essence of the self, Drsti-srsti-vada and the doctrine that 
Brahman is the àéraya-vigaya of ajfiana. 

In Gaudapada we do not find any exposition of the Nirguna-vada. 
He, of course, repeatedly emphasises the point that there is absolutely 
no difference (bheda) in the Atman,! that the Atman is unborn, 
immortal, changeless,? etc., but he says nowhere explicitly that it is 
nirguna, or free from attributes, as Samkara repeatedly does. 

Again, Gaudapáüda never once says that the Atman is the 
substratum (a$ray&a) and object (visaya) of ajfiàna. 

Hence when Nimbàrka refers to these doctrines he cannot but 
refer to Samkara and his school. Gaudapada was the first systematic 
exponent of the monistic school, and hence it cannot be said also 
that Nimbàrka is referring to some earlier teacher, in whose doctrine 
these tenets are found, though not in Gaudapada’s. 

We also find that Srinivasa, the immediate disciple of Nimbarka, 
explicitly refers to the Pratibimba-vàda.? 

Now Gaudapàda makes no reference to this doctrine also. He 
illustrates his theory by three sets of examples. First, he brings 
in the famous rope-snake illustration, and points out that just as in 
darkness a rope is imagined to be a snake, so the Atman, too, is 
imagined to be what it is not. Next he refers, at length, to the no 
less famous ether-pot illustration, pointing out that the individual 
soul is really nothing but the Atman, just as the ether within the pot 
is nothing but the universal ether, etc.5 Finally, he gives the illustra- 
tion of a burning stick, and points out that just as a stick burning at 
one end, when waved round quickly, produces the illusion of a 
circle of fire (aláta-cakra), so is the world of plurality nothing but 
an illusion. But he does not say for a single time that the world of 
plurality is a reflection of the Atman on avidya, like the reflection 
of the sun on water, as Samkara often does. 

Hence, there is no doubt that Srinivasa could not have flourished 
before Samkara. And this serves as a further evidence that Nimbarka, 


1 Vide G.K., Advaita-prakaranam. 3 Op. cit. 

3 "Pratibimba-vàdi-vadaá ca pápiyáàn epremànpateh ", V.K.V., lst taranga, 
verse 5, p. 5. 

4 G.K., 2.17-18. 5 Op. cit., 3.3-9. 6 Op. cit., 4.47—50. 
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who was a contemporary of Srinivasa, being his preceptor, cannot be a 
predecessor of Samkara. In the passage, alleged to contain a reference 
to Nimbarka’s Bhedabheda-vada, there is really nothing of the kind. 

The phrase “Teséim ubhayathà dvaitam’’ does not at all refer 
to Bhedábheda-vüda, but it simply means: ‘For them (i.e. for the 
Dvaitavàdins) duality (is the truth) in both ways (i.e. from both 
paramarthika and aparamarthika points of view). This is the 
explanation given by Samkara. He explains the whole verse thus: 
Non-duality is real, duality is its work (tad-bheda = tat-karyya), 
i.e. is simply due to the working of the mind and ceases when the 
mind ceases to work, as in the states of deep sleep, swoon, etc. "This 
is our view. But they, the Dualists, hold that duality is the ultimate 
truth, either from the real or from the non-real points of view. But 
our view is not contradicted by their view, because for an Advaitin 
there can be no opponent, since he thinks every one, even his opponent, 
as his own self. 

Thus there is & reference to the Dualistic view alone; and if there 
were really a reference to the Bhedaibheda view, we see no reason 
why Samkara would not have interpreted as such. 

Even if the phrase does refer to the Bhedàbheda view, that does 
not prove in any way that Nimbarka's view is referred to hore. 
Gaudapada explicitly refers to the Dvaita view,? but will any one take 
Madhva to be prior to Gaudapáda for simply that reason? Just as 
absurd will be to take Nimbarka to be prior to Gaudapàda and 
Samkara, simply on the ground of their referring to a kind of Bheda- 
bheda doctrine. 

There is a manuscript called “Madhva-mukha-mardana’’, a 
criticism of Madhva’s religion, attributed to Nimbàrka.? This places 
Nimbàrka after Madhva, provided the work is really by Nimbarka. 
The fact that the manuscript is not lent to anybody by the followers 
of: Madhva,* perhaps prevented us as well from having it, no reply 
even being given to our enquiries. It seems Nimbarka undertook the 
work because it was Madhva's immediate influence upon the people 
which he had to fight against for making his own campaign successful. 


1 “Dvaitinaém tu tesàm paramarthatah aparamarthatas ca ubhayathüpi 
dvaitam eva." Vide Samkara-bhasya on G.P., 3.18, p. 121. 

3 “Sva-siddhanta-vyavasthasu dvaitino ni$cità drdham ", etec., G.P., 3.17. 

3 Cat. Cat., p. 428, Part 1; N.W.P., Part 1, 1874, pp. 274-275. 

4 N.W.P., Part 1, 1874, p. 275. 
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Thus, from internal evidences from well-known works by 
Nimbàrka, we can definitely assert that Nimbarka could not have 
flourished before Samkara, whereas we are led to think, on the evidence 
of the manuscript mentioned above, that he did not flourish also 
before Madhva; i.e. not before the 13th century A.D.! 


1 Madhva's date is about 13th century A.D. According to Sir R. G. 
Bhandarkar (Vaignavism, Saivism and minor religious systems in loco), 
Nimbárka flourished shortly after Ramanuja. According to Dr. R. L. Mitra 
(Notices), he, however, flourished after Ramanuja, Madhva and Vallabha. 


DOCTRINE OF NIMBARKA 
I. Brahman. 


The Highest Reality, according to Nimbarka, is Brahman, Krsna 
or Hari,! a Personal God. There is nothing that is equal to Him, 
nothing that is superior. He is the Lord of all, and the Controller of 
al. He is called ‘Brahman’ because of the unsurpassed greatness of 
His nature and qualities, because He is beyond any limit of any kind 
of space, time or thing.? 

Brahman is the sole cause of the creation, maintenance and 
destruction of the universe. All beings arise from Him, are preserved 
by Him and return to Him. The Lord alone is the First Cause, the 
manifestor of all names and forms, and none else. 

Brahman is thus both the material and efficient cause (upádàna 
and nimitta Karana) of the universe. In ordinary cases we find 


1 Nimbürka does not use the terms ‘‘Krsna”’ and “Hari” in V.P.S. There 
he speaks of .the Highest Reality throughout as ''Paramütman" (V.P.S., 
1.1.18-15 ; 1.1.21-22, etc. eto.) also as “Brahman” (V.P.S., 1.2.3-4, etc.), "Para" 
(V.P.S., 1.2.8, etc.) and “Purusottama” (V.P.S., 1.1.1, 1.1.19, 1.2.9, 1.2.13, 1.3.8, 
1.3.11, 1.3.24, eto.) Once he refers to Him as ** Ramükünta Purusottama ” 
(V.P.S., 1.1.1). 

In D.S., éloka 4, he uses all these three terms, viz. Brahman, Krsna and 
Hari, simultaneously, and in sloka 8 he speaks of Krsna. 

In S.N.K.8. also he uses all these three terms; e.g. in verse 1, he speaks of 
Hari, in verge 7 of Krsna, Hari and KeSava, in verge 8 of Brahman and in verse 16 
of Hari. He refers to the Highest Reality also as ‘“‘Keéava”’ (verse 7), “Vibhu” 
(verses 16, 19) and “Madhava” (verse 24). 

2 V.P.S., 3.2.32. Cf. also V.P.8., 3.2.31-36, where a pürva-paksa is raised 
that there is something superior to Brahman and refuted. D.Ś., éloka 1; 
§.N.K.S., &lokaa 3, 7. 

$.N.K.S., éloka 3. V.P.S., 1.1.12, etc. D.Ś., éloka 8. S.N.K.S., éloka 5. 
V.P.S., 1.1.1, “Svabhavika-svaripa-guna-éaktyadibhih brhat-tamah ”. 
S.N.K.S., éloka 14. Thus, Nimbárka identifies Brahman, Visnu and Krsna; 
Ramā and Raédhé& For him ** Ramá-kánta Purusottama”’ or (Vignu) is none 
but ‘* Rádhá-vallabha Krsna’’. This is a distinct difference between Rāmānuja 
and Nimbarka. 

3 V.P.S., 1.1.3, 1.4.14-15. 8.N.K.S., śloka 1. §.N.K.S., éloka 9. V.P.S., 
1.3.42. Op. cit., 1.1.19. 
4 V.P.S., 1.4.23-27. 
( 18 ) 
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that the clay, the material cause of a pot, and the potter, its efficient 
cause, are different. But in the case of the Universe, the two are 
identical, because Brahman, wishing to be many, transformed (and 
therefore He is the nimitta) Himself (and therefore He is the 
upadana) into the form of the world.! The Universe is thus a trans- 
formation (parinàma) of Brahman. 

Brahman is, thus, both transcendent and immanent. He is not 
an external creator, but pulsates within the entire universe. He is 
the inner soul, the inner controller and constant sustainer of His own 
creation.? 

Several objections have been raised against this doctrine of the 
Causality of Brahman. 'The most formidable one is: Why should 
Brahman create this universe? All philosophies and religions have 
to answer this important and very natural question at the outset. 
Acts of intelligent beings are never motiveless. So the acts of the 
Supreme Intelligence must, too, have some definite motives or ends 
in view. We, as imperfect beings, act for attaining some goal. But 
how can we attribute any unfulfilled desire, any unattained goal to 
the Perfect Being in whom there is no incompleteness or insufficiency 1 
What possible motive can He have in creating the world? It can be 
of no good to Him, for He lacks nothing; it can be of no good to the 
individual souls, for worldly life is full of sorrows and sufferings, 
and, salvation, admittedly, consists in getting rid of the Samsara, of 
the eternal cycle of births and rebirths. E 

This leads to the second difficulty, no less formidable. Why 
should the merciful Lord deliberately plunge souls in grief? If He 
cannot prevent pains and evils on earth, He is not all-powerful; if He 
can, but does not, He is not all-merciful. What is the way out of this 
eternal dilemma? Again, people undergo different lots, without any 
apparent reason, the honest and the good suffer; in spite of contrary 
reasons, the wicked prosper. Hence if God be the creator of this world, 
He must, of necessity, be charged with cruelty and partiality. 


oe — — a TE he 


1 V.P.8., 1.4.26. 

Nimbárka does not explain in what sense precisely Brahman is the material 
cause of ‘the universe. That He is the efficient cause of the universe is evident 
enough, but how He can be its material cause as well in view of the fact that all 
things are said to arise from prakrti, the primeval Matter-eternal and real—is not 
explained. This is explained clearly by his disciple Purugottama, vide V.R.M., 
p. 65. 

2 V.P.S., 2.1.35; 1.2.5.6 ; 1.2.19. 
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These fundamental questions can by no means be easily solved. 
Some doubt the very capacity of human mind to grasp the motives 
of the Divine Mind. Reason must halt here, and make room for 
intuition or revelation. The sacred texts, learned prophets, ancient 
and modern, assure us that God alone is the cause, the creator of the 
world, whatever be His motive in creating it; that God is constantly 
working for our good, in spite of apparent injustice, wrongs and 
sufferings. And, we must accept these on trust. 

Hindu philosophers, in spite of their deep trust in revelation or 
scripture, attempt also to find rational explanations, as far as possible, 
of these problems. In trying to solve the first problem, Nimbarka 
and other Vedanta philosophers bring in the conception of sport or 
lilà.! The creation of the world implies no want, no imperfection on 
the part of Brahman, for it is but a mere sport to Him. As a supreme 
monarch indulges in sports, not because he is in need of something, 
but because, on the contrary, he, as a King, has all his desires fulfilled 
and can indulge in pastimes at will, so Brahman creates the world not 
because He needs something, but, on the contrary, out of the fulness 
of His nature, out of the abundance of His joy. 

But, the creation of the world may be a spontaneous sport, and 
not a necessity, on the part of Brahman, but to the poor souls, it is 
not so. How can that God be called merciful who only for the sake 
of sport, not even for any essential necessity, condemns souls to 
eternal grief? Hence it is pointed out that Brahman’s indulgence in 
this cosmic sport, though not serving His own purpose, is not entirely 
motiveless, but is essentially guided by the demands of morality. This 
explanation tries to exonerate Brahman from the charges of cruelty 
and partiality.? Though creation is a sport, it is not a senseless or 
arbitrary sport. It is the eternal and inexorable law of Karma that 
determines the nature of every new creation and the fates of different 
individuals. ‘‘ As you sow, so you reap’’—this is the universal rule. 
So Brahman cannot be made responsible for the sufferings and varying 
lots of individual$,—it is the individuals themselves who are really 
responsible through their own Karmas.? 'These Karmas are without 
beginning and are, as such, existent before the individual souls come 


1 V.P.S., 2.1.32. 2 Op. cit., 2.1.33. 

3 Brahman may be here compared to the cloud. The cloud, as rain, is the 
common cause of the growth of all sorts of plants, good or bad, but the differences 
among those plants themselves are not due to the rain, which pours down upon 
all of them equally, but to the differences lying inherent in their respective 
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into existence, and Brahman takes these Karmas into account when 
creating the world. 

But can we really say that this creation of the world serves no 
purpose of Brahman, is of no use whatsoever to Him? Even if we 
suppose that creation is but a sport, can we say that this sport is of 
no use to Brahman? Sports, too, have their own uses. The fact is 
that, as admitted by Nimbàrka himself, Brahman and the universe 
are correlatives, one always implying the other. Hence, the evolution 
of tho universe is a logical necessity on the part of Brahman. If the 
universe is impossible without Brahman, Brahman is no less incom- 
plete without the universe. 

Can we, again, say that Brahman is never responsible for the 
Karmas of souls, and hence for their consequent sufferings and unjust 
lots? If Brahman be the inner controller, how can He disclaim all 
responsibilities for the actions of the souls in whom He inheres ? 

Good and evil are necessary correlatives. One is possible only 
in contrast to the other. Moral life requires freedom of will, and 
freedom is meaningless unless there be two things to choose between. 
Hence, He who creates souls as free moral agents, must of necessity 
create both good and evil. The existence of evils in a world created 
by the Supreme Good may, thus, be justified. But the problem as 
to why virtue and happiness should not always go hand in hand, why 
should the sins of fathers be visited upon their children, requires a 
better and a more convincing explanation. 

We may consider here one or two other objections against this 
doctrine that Brahman is the creator of the world. It has been urged, 
for example, that the material cause and its effect are of the very same 
kind.! From a lump of clay, we can get clay-pots alone, and not gold 
ones; from a piece of gold we can get gold rings alone, not clay ones. 
So, from the sentient Brahman a sentient world alone can arise. But 
who can assert that the world is sentient ? 

But, Nimbàrka points out,? there is no rule that the cause and 
the effect must always be absolutely similar. So it cannot be said 


seeds. In the very same manner. the differences among men are due to the anádi 
karma-bijas of the men themselves, and not to the Lord. 
Cf. S.B., 2.1.34. 
Cf., also, V.K., p. 175, Kasi ed.; V.R.M., pp. 13-14. 
| V.P.S., 2.4-5. 
2 Op. cit., 2.1.0-7. Here he cites the examples of nail, hair, etc. arising 
from living beings ; and dung-beetles from the dung. 


22 DOOTRINES OF NIMBARKA AND HIS FOLLOWERS 


that the world, being different from Brahman in nature, cannot arise 
from Him. 

The real point, however, is that Brahman is immanent in the 
world, animates and sustains its every part,—so the world is by no 
means absolutely separate, absolutely different from Brahman. 

It has also been urged that the universe not only does not arise 
from Brahman, but cannot return to Him as well at the time of 
universal dissolution, for then it is sure to defile Him with its own 
impurities. 

But when the universe returns to Brahman, it inheres in Him as 
His power (Sakti) and ceases to be imperfect. 

Further, it has been objected ? that as Brahman is a component 
whole, without separable parts (niravayava), He must be transformed 
into the world in his entirety ; or, else, He must be held to be possessed 
of such parts (sivayava) which will make Him something divisible, 
and hence mutable. 

In reply, Nimbarka points out that 3 the universe is not a part, 
actually eut off from Brahman, but always inheres in Him during 
creation, as during dissolution. Before creation, it remains as a 
subtle power of Brahman, during creation this subtle power comes to 
be manifested. Creation, thus, means the full manifestation of -the 
powers of Brahman (svasakti-viksepa). So there is no question of 
Brahman’s divisibility and mutability here.‘ 

There remains one more objection to be considered. If Brahman 
be the material cause of the universe, He Himself becomes individual 
souls (jivas), and as such, must of necessity undergo all worldly 
pleasures and pains.5 But why should Brahman be so foolish as to do 
what is not beneficial to His own self and create a world that causes 
nothing but intense and infinite suffering to Him?® Again, if Brahman 
dwells within the hearts of jivas, that also implies that He must share 


1 V.P.S8., 2.1.8. 2 Op. cit., 2.1.26. 
3 Op. cit., 2.1.26, 27. Vide also V.P.S., 1.4.20. Cf. Brh., 6.1.1. “From 
the whole arises the whole, ... still the whole remains.” 


4 Nimbürka refutes a few other objections against Brahma-kárana-váda 
that are not of any philosophical importance, such as: (1) a creator must have 
external implements. A potter, e.g., needs clay, wheels, etc. But Brahman 
has no such implements. (V.P.S., 2.1.23.) Hence, He cannot be the creator 
of the world. (2) Brahman cannot be a creator, for He has no sense-organs 
(op. cét., 2.1.30), eto. 

5 V.P.S8., 2.1.13. 8 Op. cit., 2.1.20. 
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all the experiences (bhogas) of the jivas and be contaminated by their 
defects and blemishes.1 

The fact, however, is, Nimbarka points out, that the individual 
souls are both different and non-different from Brahman.2 The 
former only are subject to Karmas and the consequent bhogas, not the 
latter. Again, though Brahman is the in-dwelling spirit, He is 
untouched by human defects and sins, for the pristine purity of 
Brahman can never be sullied by anything.5 God is God, Pure and 
Perfect in spite of all impurities and imperfections, and not excluding 
them. He pervades and contains everything, yet transcends every- 
thing. 

So, Nimbarka concludes, Brahman is the cause of the universe, 
and its soul. 

Thus, on the one hand, Brahman is eternal and great, the 
Greatest of the great, the Highest of the high,—the Creator, etc. 

‘of the universe, high above the individual soul, of which He is the 
Lord and the Ruler. But this is but one aspect of Brahman. 

He has another aspect, equally real. He is also an abode of 
infinite beauty, bliss and tenderness, and in intimate connection 
with the soul. He is an abode of supreme peace, supreme grace,‘ 
the ocean of all sweetness and charms.5 

Bliss is His very essence like existence and knowledge, since 
He is one indivisible mass of bliss.6 His bliss is unlimited, unlike 
human bliss. He is called Blissful also because He is the cause of 
the bliss of the soul. He brings forth and maintains the universe 
through bliss.? 


1 V.P.S., 1.2.8. 

2 Op. cit., 2.1.13. This point will be discussed fully later on. Cf. V.P.S., 
2.1.21-22. 

3 Op. cit., 2.1.9; 3.2.11; 3.2.30. 

Nimbarka refutes some other objections against the doctrine that Brahman 
is the Antaryümin, Inner controller. These are philosophically unimportant, e.g. 
it has been objected that Brahman, the all-pervading Being, cannot abide within 
the atomic soul, etc. V.P.S., 1.2.7, ete. 

* §.N.K.S., éloka 1. Santi, Kanti. 

6 Op. cit., $loka 3. Sudhá-nidhi. 

8 Op. cit., loka 4. 

7 V.P.S., 1.3.9. 

8 Op. cit., 1.1.16. 

9 Vide Tait., 3.6. Cf., also, Tait., Brahmanandavalll. 
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Finally, Brahman is essentially gracious to His devotees ! (bhakta- 
vatsala). He strikes terror in the heart of the wicked, but to his 
devotees He is tender and solicitous as ever. Out of pity for them, 
He enables them to have a direct vision of Himself,? and is thereby 
the giver of salvation.2 He is, in fact, not only the giver of salvation, 
but the giver of all fruits whatsoever in accordance with the karmas 
of individual souls.4 Further, He manifests Himself in various forms 
with a view to pleasing His devotees,5 and descends on earth in the 
forms of various vyühas (and avataras) for the good of the world.® 

We see, thus, that the Lord is, on the one hand, all-powerful, 
on the other, all-merciful; He is transcendent, yet immanent; all- 
pervading, yet abiding within the heart of man; Ruler, yet Helper. 
His supreme might and majesty constitute no truer aspect of His 
nature than His boundless love and kindness.” 

It is clear from the above that Brahman is essentially possessed 
of attributes.8 On the one hand, He possesses an infinite number 
of auspicious qualities (which again, as we have seen, are of two 
broad kinds, viz. omniscience, omnipotence, omnipresence, etc. on 
one side, beauty, bliss, tenderness, on the other), and on the other 
hand, He is absolutely devoid of all that is inauspicious, unworthy 
and defective.® In this sense, the Lord is possessed of a double set 
of characteristios,!0 one positive, the other negative. And it is this 
negative aspect of the Lord, i.e. His freedom from all unworthy 
qualities, which sometimes leads to the description of Him as 


1 §.N.K.8., éloka 12. Bhakta-vatsala. The Lord is called “ Atma-supriya”’ 
(Sloka 4) and ‘‘ Atma-vallabha”’ (éloka 14), which means, according to commen- 
tators, that He is bhakta-vatsala. Vide S.K., pp. 19 and 46. 

3 V.P.S., 3.2.24; S.N.K.S., 6loka 11. 

3 V.P.S., 3.2.5; S.N.K.8., éloke 1. 

4 V.P.S., 1.1.4; 3.2.3941. 

5 D.S., áloke 8. Cf. Arjuna's Vi$varüpa-daráana, Gita 11. 

6 D.S., éloka 4. Cf. V.R.M., pp. 47-48. See also pp. 121ff. of the thesis, 
Part 1. Nimbárka does not himself say what these vyühas are. 

7 It is to be noted that Nimbarka makes no reference to the softer aspect 
of the Lord—to His beauty, loveliness, tenderness, etc., in V.P.S8., where the 
Lord is depicted in His sterner aspect of a creator, controller, and judge. The 
softer aspect of the Lord has been developed at length by the disciples of 
Nimbáürka. Vide e.g., V.R.M., pp. 45, 49, 113, 119, etc. 

8 V.P.S., 1.1.1.2, etc.; S. N.K.S., éloka 1. 

° D.S., éloka 4; §.N.K.S., sloka 10. 

19 V.P.S., 3.2.11; 3.2.15, 17, 18. Ubhaya-linga. 
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attributeless.! He is thus attributeless in the sense of being free 
from all ordinary material and inauspicious qualities, and He is 
possessed of attributes in the sense of being possessed of all celestial 
and auspicious ones.? 

The conclusion is, therefore, that the Lord Krsna is an abode 
of an infinite number of auspicious qualities, absolutely undefiled 
by any blemish, pure, complete and independent. He is one and 
self-sufficient, yet out of His own free will and without any want 
on His part, creates the world of plurality out of Himself, to fulfil 
the demands of morality, and He, out of His boundless kindness, 
again, leads the individual soul from the trammoels of mundane 
existence. 

The Lord is accompanied, on His left, by Radha, the giver of all 
fruits, and of equal auspiciousness like Himself* and who is to be 
worshipped conjointly with him. 

The general nature and characteristics of the Lord being thus 
determined, the next question is: What is the proof of the existence 
of such a Being as Brahman? What is the source of our knowledge 
regarding Him? The reply is that Scripture alone is our source of 
knowing Brahman,8—from Scripture alone we come to know that there 
is a Being possessed of the above marks. The entire Scripture, in 
fact, is concerned with establishing Brahman as its sole supreme 
object." Scripture may apparently seem to depict a variety of things, 
but really it depicts only one thing, viz. Brahman, for in Him alone 
all the diverse scriptural passages find their complete reconciliation. 

Thus, some texts seem to enjoin the worship of the Person within 
the sun and the eye.8 Here a doubt may be felt as to whether this 


1 §.N.K.S., áloka 6. Nirguna. 

2 Op. cit., loka 2. Cf. also V.P.S., 3.3.39. 

3 Samsara. 

4 D.S. éloke 5. Vide also *Nanda-grha-cendanam". §.N.K.S., éloka 1. 
Nimbarka identifies Rama or Lakgmt with Radha. Vide above, p. 28, Part I. 
8.N.K.S., éloka 5. 

5 D.S., sloka 5. Cf. also Radhastaka, Krsnásteka, and Prütah-smarana- 
stotra. 

e V.P.S., 1.1.3. 

? Op. cit., 1.1.4. For the objection to this view and its refutation, see 
V.P.S., 1.1.4. 

8 Chand., 1.6.6-8. 
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Person is identical with Brahman or some other Being. In the 
latter case, of course, it cannot be held that the entire Scripture teaches 
Brahman alone as the sole object to be known and worshipped. 
But the fact is that this Person is none but Brahman, for the Person 
is said to be free from all sins, to be the soul of all, etc., and these 
qualities can belong to the Lord alone.! 

Similarly, all scriptural passages, Nimbürka points out, which 
seem to deal with objects other than Brahman really refer to Brahman 
and Brahman alone.? 

Thus, the conclusion is that the Lord Krsna is known from Scrip- 
ture alone, and is the sole object and purport of all scriptural passages. 

It may pertinently be asked: Why should we resort to Scripture 
alone for having any knowledge of Brahman? Is not our own reason- 
ing faculty a safe and sure guide here? Nimbàrka frankly admits 
the limited capacity of ordinary human reason. Ordinary individuals 
like us can reason or infer about mundane, empirical objects alone,— 
but what is extra-mundane, transcendental, lies beyond the scope 
of reasoning. And, here and here alone Scripture is our sole guide. 

But what, after all, is Scripture? It is nothing but the product 
of the mature reflection and sustained thinking of inspired prophets 
and sages. To them, to those extraordinary minds, minds that are 
wiser and purer than our own, nothing is a sealed book, and even 
transcendental truths are known directly through the help of super- 
developed reasoning faculty. 

Hence, it would be manifestly wrong to accuse Nimbarka, and 
for the matter of that, other Indian philosophers, of dogmatism, of a 
blind, unwarranted reliance on authority and revelation alone. In i 
the first place, they are only frank and practical enough to admit 
the distinction between grades of human reason—its undeveloped 
and super-developed forms. In the second place, even in the stage 
of this lack of full development, they admit, rather insist on, the 
need of manana or reflection after $ravana or acquisition of philo- 
sophical truths from Scripture. 


1 V.P.S., 1.2.0; 1.2.26-28; 1.3.14-15. 
3 V.P.S., 1.1.21-22; Chand., 1.9.1; V.P.S., 1.1.23; Chand., 1.11.15; V.P.S., 


1.1.24; Kaus., 3.2; V.P.S., 1.1.20-32; Chànd., 3.13.17; V.P.S., 1.1.25; Chand., 
8.14.1; V.P.S., 1.2.1-5; Katha., 2.25. 
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II. The cit: the jiva. 
1. Nature, size, number and kind of the jiva. 


First and foremost, the jiva or the individual soul is essentially 
of the nature of intelligence.! It is different from the body, the 
sense-organs, the vital-breath, the mind and buddhi, which are all 
material and inanimate. It manifests all these, but does not need 
to be manifested by them,? being manifested by the all-manifesting 
Lord alone. In fact, the sense-organs (eleven in number)? the vital- 
breath (with its five modes),* and the mind (with its four modes),5 
are but implements of the soul; 9 they serve different purposes of the 
soul,? such as perception, enjoyment and action—and are under its 
complete control As such, the jiva is not identical with any one 
of them, but is a different and a superior intelligent principle.? 

The individual soul is not only knowledge (jñāna), but a knower 
(jfidta) as well.!? "That is, it is not a mere phenomenon of knowledge, 
but an intelligent substance having knowledge for its essential attri- 
bute.! To say that the individual soul is knowledge and has know- 
ledge for its attributes is not contradictory by any means—for in spite 
of the fact that the individual soul, the substratum, and knowledge, 
the attribute, are equally knowledge, there is & distinction between 
them,!2 as declared by Scripture itself,!? so that the relation of sub- 
stratum and attribute is possible between them.!4 


LLL AE— 


1 V.P.S., 2.3.26-30; D.S., éloke 4. Jfiüána-svarüpa. 
There is no discussion about the individual soul in S.N.K.S., except in 
éloka 21. 
3 Cf. V.R.M., p. 3; V.M., éloka 5, p. 2. 
3 V.P.S., 3.4.0. For the eleven sense-organs and their functions, vide 
V.R.M., pp. 26-29. Vide infra. 
4 For the four vrttis of the mind and their functions saméaya, garva and 
&hamkaàra, vied infra, V.R.M., p. 25. 
5 For the five vrttis and their functions, see V.R.M., p. 28; see below. 
9 V.P.S., 2.4.10-12. Upakaranas. 
7 Vide V.R.M., for details, pp. 26-27. 8 V.P.S., 2.4.15-10. 
® Vide V.M., loka 1. A man thus is composed of the átman or the jiva 
(soul), deha (body), indriyas (sense-organs), the pràna (the vital-breath) and the 
manas (the mind). The first alone is intelligent or non-material and eternal, 
the others not. 
10 V.P.8., 2.3.18; D.S., éloka 1. 
11 V.P.S., 2.3.25-26. 12 Op. cit., 2.3.27. 
13 Vide e.g., Kaug., 3.6. Cf. V.R.M., pp. 4-5. Also Sri. B., 1.1.1. See 
below. 
14 V.P.S., 2.3.27. 
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Knowledge being the very essence of the individual soul, persists 
always under every state whatsoever.! It is present even in the 
states of deep sleep and the rest, though during these states it is not 
fully manifested as it is during the waking state.? 

The soul being a knower is essentially a self-conscious Ego or 
“I” (aham).8 The 'aham-artha" does not consist of two factors, 
one intelligent and the other non-intelligent,* i.e. it is not something 
which is ultimately unreal, but is the very essence of the soul, and real 
throughout. As we shall see, the soul continues to be an “I”, a 
distinct individual even when it is freed.5 

The soul being a self-conscious Ego, is an active agent.9 If the 
individual soul be not an agent, all the spiritual injunctions regarding 
different means leading to different ends (viz. heaven or salvation) 
would be simply meaningless ?; for example, it has been enjoined that 
one who desires to go to heaven should perform sacrifices,9 or that 
one who desires salvation should meditate on Brahman.? But if the 
individual soul be not an agent, it cannot possibly carry out these 
injunctions; and why should Scripture enjoin something which is 
quite impossible ? 10 

Further, during the state of dream, the soul is said to move 
about within the bedy, controlling the organs as desired.!! This also 
proves that the soul is an active agent. The sense is that the soul 
is the guide and the controller of the entire body, regulating the 
different organs to their different functions and this the soul could 
not be unless it were an active agent. The fact that the soul some- 
times aots in à way which brings about unforeseen and undesired for 
consequences is no ground for arguing that it is not an agent, for 
the argument: “ Why should one wilfully do what is harmful to one's 
self ?*"—has no force here seeing that the individual soul in bondage 


1 V.PR., 2.3.30. 

2 Op. cit. See V.R.M., pp. 7-8. 

3 Op. cit., 2.3.18. 

4 $,N.K.S., éleka 21: “ Dvyaméatà' pi na ca bhati cetane ahampratiti- 
visaye aham-arthake", etc. Cf. the Advaita Vedanta view of Samkara. 

5 See below. 

9 V.P.S., 2.3.32—40. ? Op. cit., 2.3.32. 

8 Vide e.g., Tait. Sam., 2.5.5. ? Brh., 1.4.7. 

10 Scripture enjoins ''Sa&mádhi'' also, which is possible on the part of an 
active agent only. Vide V.P.S., 2.3.38. 

11 V.P.S., 2.3.33. Cf. Brh., 2.1.18. 
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is neither omniscient nor omnipotent, and as such cannot always 
foresee or prevent the adverse consequences of its own acts.! 

The individual soul is an agent not only during the state of 
mundane existence, but also in its state of release.? 

The individual soul is an enjoyer, too.9 This follows from the 
above; for an agent, a doer of karmas, good or evil, is also an enjoyer— 
the reaper of the fruits thereof, good or evil. Even when the soul 
is freed from all karmas, and consequently from the trammels of mun- 
dane existence, it remains an enjoyer still, though this enjoyment 
is not like earthly enjoyment and does not lead to rebirths. 

Thus, the individual soul is a self-conscious intelligent principle, 
a knower, a doer and an enjoyer. 

But in spite of this, it is not independent or self-dependent, as 
might be supposed, but is essentially under the control of the Lord,® 
and its existence, knowledge, activity, enjoyment—everything in 
fact—depend on and are guided by the Lord Himself? Even when 
it becomes free and comes to attain similarity with Him, it remains 
under His control.8 

The individual soul is without beginning and without end— 
eternal9 This is declared by Scripture itself, which explicitly says 
that there is no such thing as birth or death of the soul, for the soul 
does not die when the body is dead and is not born when the body 
is born.!? Hence such expressions like ‘‘ One is born, one is dead ” 
are only figurative, and imply only that the material body is born 
or dead, but not the soul itself.!! 


1 V.P.S., 2.3.36. Cf. V.K., 2.3.36. 

2 The freed soul, e.g., creates its own body, roams about and sports with the 
Lord, etc. All these acts, however, incur no more rebirths or earthly existences 
for the soul. See below. 

3 V.P.S., 1.3.7; 3.2.17. 

* Of course, an exeeption is to be mado in the case of the Lord, who is a 
kartaéa—as creator of the universe—but not a bhokta of it. 

5 E.g., the freed soul enjoys all sorts of celestial pleasures with the Lord. 
See below. 

6 D.8., loka 1. 

7 See below. It is pointed out that the fact that the Lord makes some do 
good deeds, while others bad deeds, does not imply any partiality on His part, 
for He makes one do this or that act not arbitrarily, but out of regard for one’s 
own karmas. Vide V.P.S., 2.3.33 and 41. 

8 See below. 9 V.P.S., 2.3.16-17. Aja. 

10 Cf. e.g., Katha., 2.18. Also Gita, 2.20. 11 V.P.S., 2.3.16. 
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The fact that the individual soul is equally eternal’ with the Lord 
does not in any way subtract from Brahman’s supreme majesty, 
for the eternal soul from all eternity exists in Brahman and is under 
His control, so that no question of its being a “ second”’ principle 
besides Brahman, the One, arises at all. 

The souls (and the pradhàna) are, in fact, both unborn and have 
Brahman as their essence or cause without giving rise to any contra- 
diction, for these two designations refer'to two different conditions 
of the souls (and the pradhàna&a)—viz. their causal! and effected 2 
states. In their causal state, they remain as powers of Brahman, 
and as Brahman is eternal, His powers must also be so; and it is in 
this sense that the individual souls, etc. are called unborn and eternal; 
in their effected states, on the other hand, they emanate from Brahman 
in some form or other and are said to have Brahman for their cause.® 

The soul is a part of Brahman, and as such both different and 
non-different from Him.* All of them (as pure souls, untainted by 
Avidyà) are really equally pure, all being equally parts of one Lord, 
yet they are distinguished from one another as Bráhmana, Südra, 
pure, impure, etc., owing to their connection with different kinds of 
bodies, just as the same fire is acceptable from the house of a learned 
Brühmana, but not-from a crematory.5 

Finally, the soul is really possessed of celestial qualities like 
‘freedom from sins’ and the rest,® though through the wish of the 
Lord, all these qualities remain veiled by Avidyà, i.e. Matter and 
Karma, and consequently non-manifest during its state of bondage." 

Next, the size of the soul. It is atomic in dimension. This 
is proved from the fact that the soul is said to pass out of the body 
through such small openings like the eyes, etc.,9 and unless it be 
very minute in size, it cannot possibly do so.10 This is declared by 
Scripture as well which designates the soul as the hundredth part of 
a hair divided a hundred-fold.11 

But although the soul is atomio, it can yet experience the plea- 
sures, pains, etc., i.e. sensations, of the entire body, just as a single 


1 Karyyavasthé. 2 Kürapüvasthá. 
3 V.P.S., 1.4.10. Cf. also V.K., 1.4.10. t See below. 

6 V.P.8., 2.3.47. Vide also V.P.S., 2.1.22. 

6 Cf. Prajapati-vaékya. Chānd., 8.5.1. 7 V.P.S., 3.2.5-6 
8 V.P.S., 2.3.10-22. 9 Cf. Brh., 4.4.2. 


10 V.P.S., 2.3.19, ete. 11 Of. Svet., 5.9. 


SIZE OF THE INDIVIDUAL SOUL 31 


drop of sandal in one part of the body can soothe and delight the 
entire body.! 

And the atomic soul is capable of experiencing the sensations 
of the entire body through its attribute of knowledge, which is all- 
pervasive.? Hence just as the rays of a small lamp in one corner 
of a room flood the entire room, or just as the smell of a tiny flower 
spreads far and wide,‘ so the all-pervasive attribute of knowledge 
of the atomic soul, abiding in the heart only, pervades the entire 
body and makes it possible for the soul to experience all the various 
states of the body. 

Sometimes, of course, the soul is designated as all-pervasive 
like Brahman, but such designations are simply due to its all-pervasive 5 
quality of knowledge. That is to say, while Brahman is by nature 
great and all-pervasive and also possessed of equally great and all- 
pervasive attributes, the soul is by nature small and atomic, though 
possessed of the all-pervasive attribute of knowledge, by virtue of 
which alone it is sometimes called all-pervasive.6 And there is noth- 
ing contradictory in such a designation of the atomic soul as all- 
pervasive on the ground of the all-pervasiveness of its attribute of 
knowledge, seeing that this attribute of knowledge is the very essence 
of the soul, persisting so long as the soul itself does.” 

The doctrine of the all-pervasiveness of the soul, Nimbürka 
points out, is open to many serious objections. On this doctrine 
there must result either eternal perception or eternal non-perception 
on the part of the soul,3 for, the all-pervasive soul must be 
eternally in connection with all objects; or, even if somehow this 
connection be denied, there is no extra third principle outside the 
all-pervasive soul to bring it about. Further, since on this view, 
all all-pervasive souls will be in connection with all karmas, there is 
sure to result & confusion among the karmas of the different souls. 
The recourse to adrsta is of no avail here, for there is no mark for 
distinguishing that one particular adrsta belongs to one particular 
soul. Further, it cannot be said that particular resolves, viz. 
“ I shall do this and not that”, etc., on the part of particular indivi- 
duals lead them to be connected with particular karmas and adrstas 
(and hence with different lots), for such particular resolves themselves 


1 V.P.S., 2.3.23. 2 Op. cit. 3 Op. cit. 
* Op. cit., 2.3.20. 5 Cf. e.g., Mund., 1.1., ete. 9 V.P.S., 2.3.28. 
? Op. cit., 2.3.29. 8 Op. cit., 2.3.31. 
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are not possible. Finally, it cannot be said that one particular soul 
is connected with one particular body only, hence there can be no 
confusion of karmas and enjoyments, for that particular soul being 
universal, must be in contact with all bodies.! 

Thus, the doctrine of the universality of the soul is fallacious.? 
It is because the soul is by nature atomic, in spite of being a part 
of the all-pervasive Lord, and in spite of possessing the all-pervasive 
attribute of knowledge, that there is no confusion among the karmas, 
no universal perception or universal non-perception.9 Thus, we 
conclude that the soul is essentially atomic in size and ever remains 
so, even in its state of release. 

Next, the number of souls. They are infinite in number.5 

Finally, the kinds of souls. There are broadly two kinds of 
them, viz. souls in bondage and freed souls. The souls are, there- 
fore, in a condition to be associated or disassociated with the body,’ 
ie. the souls in bondage, surrounded by beginningless maya, i.e. 
matter and karma, are associated with earthly bodies, while the freed 
souls, through the knowledge of the Lord, gained through His grace, 
get rid of all connection with matter and karma, and thereby of their 
earthly bodies.8 

Thus, the con¢lusion reached is that:— 


(1) In nature, the soul is knowledge, yet a knower, a doer, 
and an enjoyer, under the control of the Lord and 
a part of the Lord, yet eternal—all these being true 
of the soul in bondage as well as in release; further, 
it is possessed of the qualities of ‘freedom from sins’ 
and the rest, although not during its state of bondage. 

(2) In size, it is atomic, in bondage as in release. 

(3) In number, it is infinite ; 

(4) and it is of two broad kinds—bound and freed. 


1 V.P.S., 2.3.48-52. 2 Op. cit., 2.3.49. 

3 Op. cit., 2.3.48. 4 See below. 

5 D.S., éloka © That is, in spite of the fact that more and more jivas are 
being freed from the samsara, the samsara still continues and will evidently 
do so eternally. This proves that the number of jivas is infinite. Vide V.R.M., 
p. 19. See below. 

€ D.S., loka 2. Baddha and mukta. Cf. V.R.M., pp. 22-23, for details 
and subdivisions, See below. 

? D.S., &loka 1. 

8 The freed soul may, of course, possess a celestial body at will. See below. 
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2. Different states of the jiva : jágrat, svapna, susupti, mircha 
and marana. 


The soul has five different states: viz. the states of waking 
(jagrat), dream (svapna), deep sleep (susupti), swoon (mürchà) and 
death (marana).! 

The state of waking has been considered above. The waking 
soul is & self-conscious, knowing subject, an active agent and an 
enjoyer, experiencing the inevitable fruits of its own karmas and 
thereby undergoing a variety of conditions. 

In the state of dream, too, the soul is a conscious subject,— 
a knower and an enjoyer.? It enjoys the various dream-objects 
created by the Lord in accordance with its own karmas. It is held 
by some that the soul itself, and not the Lord, is responsible for the 
dream-creation,$ but that is not possible, because the omnipotent 
and omniscient Lord alone, capable of realising all His wishes at once 
(without the help of any external implements), can produce the wonder- 
ful dream-objects and never the soul The latter, of course, is 
possessed of the equal qualities of realising its wishes at once and the 
rest, but that fact is of no avail here, for all these qualities of the 
soul remain veiled, as we have seen, during its state of bondage. 

Further, dreams are indicative of the future. Now, if the 
soul were indeed the creator of dreams, it would surely have dreamt 
only lucky dreams indicative of future prosperity to itself. But 
that, evidently, is not the case. 

Next, the state of deep sleep. During this state, too, the soul 
is a conscious subject—a knower and an enjoyer, though its knowledge, 
etc. are not fully manifest as they are during its state of waking, 
but remain unmanifest and latent, as we have seen before. 


Jiva. 

2 V.P.S., 3.2.1-0. ’ 3 Op. cùi., 3.2.21-22, 

4 The sense is that the soul can make different things out of the materials 
and implements supplied, but it cannot evidently make anything without the 
help of these. Now, the dream-objects, unlike the ordinary objects, are not 
made out of ordinary materials, etc.—there being no such materials, etc. present 
then. Hence they are outside the limited power of the soul, and can be produced 
by the Lord alone who can produce anything through a mere wish. 

6 V.P.S., 3.2.4. 

9 Op. cit., 2.3.30. That the soulis a knower and an enjoyer in the state 
of deep sleep is clear from such memories: “‘So long I sleep weli and do not 
know anything’’, etc.—which proves the presence of the conscious subject as 

3 
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Susupti takes place in the Lord.! The soul, after entering the 
vein and the pericardium finally rests in the supreme Lord and rises 
from Him again.? 

It is the very same soul who went to sleep that rises again and 
not a different one.3 This is proved from three facts—viz. recollection 
of work, scripture and injunction.$ Thus, a soul after rising from 
deep sleep, remembers the work begun before, but left half-done, 
and finishes it. This proves that the soul which began the work 
before falling asleep is identical with the one which finishes it after 
rising from sleep. Scripture also proves the very same fact,5 and 
finally, injunctions regarding sacrifice, meditation, etc. are meaningless 
unless the same soul persists throughout. 

Next, the state of swoon.’ This is a distinct state, not to be 
included under any one of the other states, though it resembles some 
of the other states in some points; for example, the state of swoon 
possesses half the characteristics of death, yet is not identical with 
it—it is, in fact, midway between sleep and death and not exactly 
identical with any one of them. 

Finally, the state of death. There are two kinds of death— 
that which leads to rebirth and that which does not. In the first 
case, the soul leaves the body, goes to heaven, or to hell, and returns 
to a new body; while in the second case, the soul goes to the world 
of Brahman, not to return any more. "These are considered in detail 
in the next section. 


3. Different destinies of the jiva: svarga, naraka, and 
apavarga : heaven, hell, and salvation. 


There are broadly two classes of souls in bondage, viz. doers 
(or karmin) and knowers (or jñānin). The former are, again, divided 


the substrate of the knowledge: “I do not know anything”, and of the 
feeling of happiness: “I am sleeping happily". Cf. V.R.M., pp. 7-8; S.K., 
pp. 101-102; ef. also Sri. B., 1.1.1. 

1 V.P.S., 3.2.7. 2 Op. cit., 3.2.8. 

3 Op. cit., 3.2.9. 4 Op. cit., 3.2.9. 

5 E.g. Chand., 6.9.2; 6.10.2. 

6 The souls go to sleep daily, but if the same souls do not arise, there is 
evidently no sense in telling them to do this or that—to follow this or that path 
with a view to attaining this or that goal. 

7 V.P.S., 3.2.10. 8 Cf. V.K., 3.2.10. 

3B 
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into pious workers (punyavàn or istakarins), and sinners (papins or 
anistakàrins); and these three kinds of classes of souls, pious workers, 
sinners and knowers, undergo different destinies, attaining different 
ends, through different paths.! 

What happens to a pious worker after death is as follows?: 
His soul, accompanied by the sense-organs? and surrounded by the 
subtle elements * such as water, fire, etc., which are the germ for a 
new body, leaves the body with a view to enjoying the fruits of its 
own karmas. Thus, first the senses of the pious worker are connected 
with the mind—first speech and then the rest—next, the mind is 
connected with the vital breath, the vital breath with the soul, and 
the soul with the subtle elements. Then the soul comes out of the 
body through the eyes or any other opening. 


After having come out of the body, the soul follows the path 
of Fathers, which begins with ‘smoke’. Thus, it first goes to the 
smoke, and then successively to night, the dark half of the moon, six 
months of the sun's southern progress, world of Fathers, and finally 
to the moon.5 There it enjoys the fruits of its karmas, and after 
that, with a remainder of its karmas still clinging to it,9 it returns 
once more to earth and assumes a new body in accordance with its 
karmas.7 Thus, on its return journey, first it becomes the ether, 
the air, the smoke, mist, the cloud in succession, and then as rain, 
it pours down on earth; after that it grows as grains, herbs, and 


1 Here, Nimbarka, like Samkara, Rámánuja and the rest, follows the account 
given in Chànd., 5.3—-5.10, and also in Brh., 6.2. 

2 V.P.S., 3.1.1. 

3 This is proved from the scriptural passage: ‘‘ He going out, the prana 
goes out; and the prán& going out, all the pranas go out". (Brh., 4.4.2.) 

4 For objections to this view and refutation thereof, vide V.P.S., 3.1.2. 

5 Cf. Chand., 5.10.3-4; also Brh., 6.2.16. 

6 V.P.S., 3.1.8. There are two kinds of karmas—those which produce fruits 
to be experienced hereafter in heaven or hell as the case may be, and those 
which produce fruits to be experienced here, in this world. The soul, after 
leaving the present body, goes to heaven or hell, to experience the first kind 
of fruits, and then returns to earth to experience the rest here. Cf. V.K‘S., 
3.1.8. 

7 Cf. Chand., 5.10.7. 
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trees, i.e. as food, then it is eaten by a man and becomes seed, and 
from this seed is born a new man.1 

Of course, “‘ becoming ” the ether, etc. here does not mean actual 
becoming, but only becoming similar to the ether and the rest ?; 
while ‘‘ growing” as rice, etc. also does not mean actual growing, 
but only becoming connected with them.® And the descending soul 
remains in a state of similarity with the ether and the rest for but 
a short time, while it has to remain connected with rice, herbs and 
the rest for a comparatively longer time. 

This is the destiny of pious workers, who perform sacrifices, 
and practise charity and the rest.5 

But sinners, who act contrary to sacrificial injunctions, i.e. 
do what is forbidden and omit to do what is enjoined, are not subject 
to the same destiny.6 They follow neither the path of Fathers, nor 
the path of Gods, and go neither to the world of the moon, nor to 


1 Nimbárka, as pointed out, follows the process of generation as depicted 
in the '* Paficágni-vidy&" in the Chand. and Brh. thus:— 


Chand., 5.3-5.9. Chand., 5.10.5-6. 
(Five offerings) (The way of return) 
(a) The pránas offer éraddhà (i.e. (a) Ether. 
water, vide V.P.8., 3.1.5), i.e. the soul ac- 
companied by the subtle elements—water 
and the rest, to the ether, and it then 
becomes the moon. 
(b) Then the pránas offer this body to (b) Air. 
the clouds and then it becomes rain. 
(c) Then the pránas offer the rain to (c) Smoke. 
the earth, and then it becomes food. 
(d) Then the pránas offer this food to (d) Mist. 
man and then it becomes seed. 
(e) Finally, the pránas offer the seed to (e) Cloud. 
woman and it becomes a man. 


(f) Rain. 
(g) Food. 
(h) Seed. 
à (i) Man. 
Cf. Brh., 6.2 for a similar account. Cf. V.K., 3.1.1. 


2 V.P.S., 3.1.22. 

3 Op. cit., 3.1.24. 

4 Op. cit., 3.1.23. l 

5 It is to be noted that the performance of sacrifices, etc. may lead to 
moksa, through generating vidya, if undertaken in a different spirit. See below. 

6 V.P.S., 3.1.12-17. 
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the world of Brahman, but to a “third place”.1 Thence they return 
to earth and their method of returning is different from that of pious 
workers, i.e. they are not born in the usual way.? 

Finally, the destiny of the knower is different from that of both 
pious workers and sinners. What happens to a knower after death 
is as follows®: After death, the senses of a knower are merged * in 
the mind—first speech and then the rest—the mind then is connected 
with the vital breath, the vital breath with the soul, the soul with 
the subtle elements. Up to this point, as evident, the cases of a pious 
worker and a knower are exactly alike. But while the soul of a pious 
worker leaves the body through the eyes, etc., the soul of a knower— 
thus accompanied by the senses, the mind, the vital breath and the 
subtle elements, i.e. by the subtle body 5—leaves the gross body 
through the vein which passes out of the crown of the head,® in recog- 
nising which it has no difficulties, since the Lord. Himself, being 
pleased with a knower, lights up the tip of that particular vein.’ 
The soul then comes out of the body through that vein which is 
directly connected with the rays of the sun and ascends up, following 


OPUISEEMERE AE webinar RE CSA D me Om» SSRN Ot 


1 V.P.S., 3.1.17. 

Nimbàrka does not say what precisely this “‘ third place ” is, nor does Scrip- 
ture (Chand. or Brh.). According to the followers of Nimbarka, this ‘‘third 
place"! is hell, the soul of a sinner is led to it by the servants of Yama through a 
path full of scorching sand, etc. and has to suffer innumerable agonies there. 
Vide S.K., pp. 132, 141-2. See below. 

The ptrva-paksa, viz. that the soul of a sinner, too, goes to the moon, 
though not directly like the soul of a pious worker, but after a full retribution 
of its sins in hell, is rejected on the ground of Scripture. Vide V.P.S., 3.1.12-16. 

2 V.P.S., 3.1.18. 

Nimbarka does not tell us in what forms exactly the souls which go to a 
“ third place” are reborn on earth, nor any one of his followers. Evidently 
he means that they are born as the most primitive forms of life, in accordance 
with Brh., 6.2.16—which states that those who do not follow either the path 
of (punya) karmas, or the path of jfiana are born as worms, gnats, etc. 

3 V.P.S., 4.2.1-7. 

4 Cf. Chand., 6.15.1-2. 

Here ‘‘merging’’ means neither a mere functional absorption (as held by 
Samkara), nor a complete material absorption, but conjunction (samyoga). 

5 4.2.0, 11. Cf. also V.P.S., 3.3.30. 

It is said here that the subtle body of the knower persiste, in spite of the 
fact that all his karmas come to decay, for unless the soul be accompanied by a 
substratum, it cannot move through the path of Gods. 

6 Cf. Chand., 8.6.5. 

? V.P.S., 4.2.16. 
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the rays of the sun and goes through the path of Gods.! "The succes- 
sive stages of the path are as follows: light, day, the bright fortnight, 
the six months of the northern progress of the sun, the year, the air 
(otherwise called the “world of Gods"), the moon, the lightning, 
the world of Varuna, the world of Indra, the world of Prajapati.? 

Then it reaches the world of Brahman to return no more.3 This 
is the destiny of a knower. 

It may be supposed that as the soul of a knower is said to follow 
up the rays of the sun, & knower who dies at night cannot follow 
the path of Gods and reach Brahman, nor can a knower who dies 
during the inauspicious period of the sun's southern progress attain 
Brahman. But this is really not the case, for the main obstruction 
to the attainment of Brahman, viz. karma, being removed, there 
is nothing that can hinder such an attainment on the part of a knower— 
the time-factor plays no part here.* 

Thus, the conclusion arrived at is:— 


+ 


(a) Knowers go to the world of Brahman through the path of 
Gods, not to return any more.5 


1 V.P.S., 4.2.17. Devayana-pantha. 

3 This order is arrived at by reconciling the different scriptural accounts, 
viz. Chànd., 4.15.5; 5.10.1-2; Brh., 6.2.15; Kaug., 1.3. Vide V.K., 4.3.36. 

Thus, when the soul leaves the: body through the vein, it goes to light 
first, following the rays of the sun. Then the presiding deity of light leads it 
to day; the presiding deity of day leads it to the bright fortnight and so 
on. Then, when the soul reaches lightning, the presiding deity of lightning, an 
immortal Person, leads it to the world of Varuna; this immortal Person of 
lightning, assisted by Varuna, leads it to the world of Indra; thence the same 
immortal Person of lightning, assisted by Indra, leads it to the world of Prajápati. 
Then, assisted by Prajapati, the same immortal Person of lightning leads the 
soul above the sphere of the material world to the river Virajá where the soul 
discards its subtle body, and enters the world of Brahman, not to return 
any more. 

8 V.P.S., 4.3.4.5. 

The sense is that from light up to the moon, the ascending soul is led from 
one stage to anothgr by presiding deities of each stage, but from lightning to 
the world of Brahman, it is the immortal Person of lightning who is the chief 
conductor, while Varuna and the rest are only assistants. 

4 V.P.S., 4.2.18-20. It is pointed out that the rays of the sun persist in 
the night-time. 

A question is raised also whether the soul is led to the effected Brahman 
or to the Supreme Brahman. Vide V.P.S., 4.3.6-15. 

5 For the state of knowers in the world of Brahman, see the section on 
Salvation. 
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(b) Pious workers go to the world of the moon through the 
path of Fathers, to return again in accordance with 
their karmas. 

(c) Sinners go to the “third place" (ie. hell) to return to 
earth again, though not through the ordinary way. 


These two famous paths, celebrated in the Upanisads—the 
path of Fathers (Pitr-yàna), followed by the pious workers, and the 
path of Gods (Deva-yàna), followed by the knowers—may appear 
meaningless from the philosophical point of view. But they are but 
figurative ways of indicating the essential difference between the 
destinies of mere workers (Karmin) and real knowers (Jfianin). The 
soul of a person,—who spends his time in doing this thing or that in 
the hope of acquiring merit (punya), and not in the acquisition of 
knowledge that alone can put an end to all karmas and the consequent 
rounds of birth and rebirth,—has to traverse & dark path that 
gets darker and darker as it proceeds, although it finally leads to 
the world of Fathers and hence to the moon. But the soul of a person, 
who has acquired knowledge, goes through a bright path that gets 
brighter and brighter as it proceeds, finally leading to the world of 
Gods, the moon, higher and higher worlds; and thence to the world 
of Brahman. The darkness of the one path and the brightness of 
the other symbolically stand for the ignorance of the karmins and the 
knowledge of the jñānins respectively. 

The return journey of the soul of the karmins is also something 
very ingenious. The soul of the unborn child must somehow enter 
the bodies of its future parents and become one with their souls. 
Hence arises the novel conception of the incoming soul being gradually 
coming into contact with the food taken by the parents. 


III. The acit: the jagat, etc. 


The acit is of three different kinds: viz. prakrta, or what is 
derived from prakrti, the primal matter, aprakrta, or what is not 
derived from prakrti, and kala, or time.! 

Prakrti, or the primal matter—the stuff of the entire universe 
is real and eternal like the individual souls, and like them, though 
eternal and unborn, has yet Brahman for its cause.? It consists 
of the three gunas, viz. sattva, rajas and tamas. 


1 D.S., éloka 3. 9 See below. 
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Nimbarka distinguishes between the “ aupanisada-pradhana” 
and the ‘‘Samkhya-pradhana”’, i.e. matter dependent on and under 
the control of the Lord, and independent and self-sufficient matter. 
The former alone is admitted by Scripture and not the latter! 

The process of the origin of the world is as follows 2: First, 
the ether originates from the Lord, from the ether air, from air fire, 
from fire water and from water earth, although in every case it is the 
Lord who is the real creator.? 

And the process of dissolution is just the reverse of the process 
of creation &—viz., first the earth is merged in water, water in fire, 
fire in air, air in the ether and the ether in the Lord. 

Like the elements, the vital breath, the mind and the sense- 
organs all originate from the Lord.5 

Nimbàrka, in fact, accepts the usual Simkhya view of creation. 
But to say that the elements and the vital breath, etc. arise from 
the Lord is not wrong on the acceptance of this view, for the Lord 
really is the material cause of the universe. He accepts the doctrine 
of tri-partition (trivrt-karana), and points out that everything is 
a mixture of all the elements, but is called one particular thing because 
of the preponderance of one particular element in it.8 

Nimbarka does'not tell us what exactly the aprükrta is, nor 
does he define kala more precisely, beyond noticing, as pointed out 
above, that the apraékrta and the kala are species of the acit.? 


IV. Relation between Brahman, the cit and the 
acit: Svabhavika-bhedabheda-vada. 


Thus, we have seen that, according to Nimbarka, there are three 
equally real and co-eternal realities, viz. Brahman, the cit and the 
acit. Brahman is the Controller (Niyantr), the cit the enjoyer (bhoktr) 
and the acit the object enjoyed (bhogya).!? The next question which 
confronts us is: What is the exact relation between these three ? 

In the first place, there is an essential difference of nature (svarüpa- 
bheda) between Brahman on the one hand, the soul and the world 


1 V.P.S., 1.4.3. 2 Op. cit., 2.3.1-13. 3 Op. cit., 2.3.13. 

* Op. cit., 2.3.14. 5 Op. cü., 2.3.15; 2.4.1-4. 
9 Op. cit., 2.3.15. V.R.M., pp. 23-29. Vide pp. 144ff. of the thesis, Part 1. 
7 See p. 29 of thesis, Part 1. 8 V.P.S., 2.4.19-21; 3.1.2. 


9 Cf. V.R.M., pp. 37-40 for details. See below under Purusottamacarya: 
Kāla and Aprakrta. 
10 V.P.8., 2.1.13; 3.3.36. D.S., sloka 7. 
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on the other. Thus, Brahman is the cause and the soul His effect, 
and there is evidently a difference between the cause and its effect, 
aS between the sea and its waves, between the sun and its rays.! 
Also, the Brahman is the whole, and the soul His part, and the part 
and the whole cannot be identical? Again, Brahman is the object 
to be worshipped,® the object to be known,‘ the object to be attained, 
while the soul is the*knower, the worshipper and the attainer, and 
there is always a difference between the worshipper and the worshipped, 
the knower and the known, the attainer and the attained.® 

Further, Brahman, as the Inner Controller, dwells within the 
soul and controls it, and the dweller and the place dwelt in, the con- 
troller and the controlled, must be different.” 

Other essential differences between Brahman and the soul are 
that while the former is never subject to avidyà,9 absolutely and 
always free from sins, capable of realising all His wishes at once, 
etc.,® all-.pervading,!? and possessed of the power of creation, main- 
tenance and destruction,!! the latter is not. 

Even the freed soul, which is similar to Brahman in other points, 
differs from Him in the last two points.!? 

Thus, the difference between Brahman and the soul is eternal 
and natural, and can by no means be denied at any time. Brahman is 
essentially other than and superior to the soul.18 

In the yery same manner, there is an essential difference aw ean 
Brahman and the universe. Brahman is the cause, the universe 
the effect, and as such the two cannot be absolutely identical.!4 
Brahman is sentient, non-gross, non-material, ever-pure, the universe 
is quite the reverse.15 The former is the ruler, the universe the ruled.!9 
Hence the two must be different. 

Thus, the difference between Brahman and the universe is equally 
eternal, natural and undeniable. 


1 V.P.S., 2.1.13. Cf. V.K., 2.1.13, p. 159. 
2 Op. cit., 2.3.42. Cf. also S.N.K.S., sloka 1, where the Lord is said to 
be “ amáin ”. 


3 V.P.S., 1.2.12. 4 Op. cit., 1.2.12; 1.3.5. 
5 Op. cit., 1.1.15, 18, 20. 6 Op. cit., 1.2.12; 1.3.5; 1.1.18. 
7 Op. cit., 1.2.5-6; 1.3.44. 8 Op. cit., 1.2.8; 1.3.7; 3.2.13.14. 


9 Op. cit., 1.2.8. Although the soul possesses all these qualities really, 
yet it does not do so during its state of bondage. See above. 

10 V.P.S., 2.3.28. 11 Op. cit., 4.4.17. 1? See below. 

13 V.P.S., 1.4.18; 2.1.21. 14 Op. cit., 2.1.16. 

15 Op. cit., 2.1.4—6; 3.3.33. 16 Op. cit., 1.2.19. 
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But if, on the one hand, difference is true, on the other, non- 
difference is no less true. The souls and the universe—as effects 
and parts of Brahman, are distinct from Him, the cause and the 
whole, but as effects and parts, again, they are also non-distinct 
from Him.! This is proved by the fact that the effect is completely 
dependent on the cause for its very being and existence—that the 
effect can exist solely when the cause itself exists and never otherwise.” 
The fact is that the effect and the cause, the part and the whole are 
neither absolutely distinct nor absolutely non-distinct, but the relation 
between them is a relation of both difference and non-difference 
(bhed&bheda).8 Thus, the relation between Brahman, on the one 
hand, and the souls and the universe on the other, is a relation of 
natural difference-non-difference (svabhavika-bhedabheda), 4 just like 
that between a snake and its coil,5 or between the sun and its rays.® 
Just as the coil is nothing but the snake, yet different from it, just 
as the ray is nothing but the sun, yet different from it, just as the 
different kinds of stones, though nothing but earth, are yet different 
from it,? so the souls and the universe, though nothing but Brahman 
(brahmatmaka),® are different from Him because of their own peculiar 
natures and attributes. 

The conclusion arrived at, therefore, is that difference (bheda) 
and non-difference (abheda) are both equally real, natural and eternal, 
without contradicting each other. Just às it is true that the souls 
and the universe exist in Brahman from all eternity (as a tree exists 
in its seed) and do not become separate from or independent of Him, 
even when actually produced (or rather manifested), as a pot becomes 
separate from the potter—being ever permeated, supported and con- 
trolled by Him, so it is equally true at the same time that they retain 
their peculiar natures—their own individuality and separateness from 
Brahman all along. 


V. Criticism of other schools of thought. 


Nimbarka criticises (though not in details) the Samkhya-Yoga, 
the Nydya-Vaisesika, the Bauddha, the Jaina, the Saiva and the 
Sakti schools of thought. 


` 


1 V.P.S., 1.4.20; 2.1.14-15. 2 Op. cù., 2.1.5. 
3 Op. cit., 1.1.4; 3.2.27-28. 4 Op. cit., 2.3.42; 3.2.27-28. 
5 Op. cit., 3.2.27. 8 Op. cit., 3.2.28. 7 Op. cit., 2.1.22. 


8 Op. oit., 1.1.31; 3.3.39. D.S., éloka 7. 
9 See translation of V.P.S., Vol. I, 2.2. 
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VI. Moksa. 


Moksa or salvation means becoming like the Lord (tad-bhava- 
patti) 1—i.e. attaining similarity (sàmya)? with Him in nature and 
qualities, and it is due to the grace of the Lord.? 

Thus, the process of attaining release is as follows:— 

A man, desirous of salvation,‘ approaches a guru, and follows 
one or other of the sidhanas as directed by him; this has the effect 
of pleasing the Lord Who Himself frees him from the shackle of avidya,® 
i.e. from all karmas, good or bad, which are the causes of bondage. 
But the man has to wait till he has completely exhausted the effects 
of works which have already begun to bear fruit (prárabdha karmas) 
by retributive experience (or bhoga). After that, when he is com- 
pletely freed from them and has no more birth to undergo, his soul 
leaves the body through the vein which passes out of the crown of 
the head, follows the path of Gods and attains the world of Brahman.’ 
Then, through the grace of the Lord, it comes to have a direct 
vision of the Lord,® and attains similarity with Him,® i.e. attains 
the nature and qualities of the Lord—and this is salvation. 

But this, viz. the attainment of the nature of Brahman (Brahma- 
svaripa-libha), is only one element in moksa, and not the whole of 
it. The other and equally important element is the attainment 
of one's own real and essential nature (atma-svariipa-labha) as well.1° 
Moksa, thus, means no less a full development of one’s own indivi- 
duality. The difference of the soul from Brahman being natural 
and eternal persists always—in bondage as well as in release, and 
hence salvation does not imply any identity between the two, or 
any annihilation of the individuality of the soul. In fact, the word 
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1 M.R.S., sloka 14. P.K., éloka 22. 

? V.P.S., 3.2.20. 3 See below. 

* According to the followers of Nimbárka, this very fact that one has an 
inclination towards salvation (&nd not towards earthly enjoyment) is due to 
the grace of the Lord. It is because one particular person has been looked at 
with favour by the Lord at the time of his birth that he has from the very begin- 
ning & natural inclination to higher ends, viz. the attainment of Brahman, and a 
natural aversion to worldly ends. Vide V.R.M., pp. 133-142; S.K., p. 142. 

5 D.S., sloka 6. 8 See below. * See below. 

8 V.P.S., 3.2.22 (though no mention of grace here). But vide V.P.S., 
3.2.b5— where it is said that the Lord is the cause of salvation—which means 
that the Lord Himself leads men to a direct realisation of Himself— which is 
salvation. 

9? V.P.S., 3.2.20. 19 Op. cit., 4.4.1.2. 11 See above. 
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“ sàmya"' used often! to describe the state of salvation, means simi- 
larity and never identity. The freed soul, therefore, is similar to 
the Lord without losing its own nature and individuality. 

This full development of the real nature or individuality of the 
soul implies the full manifestation of its real nature as consciousness 
through and through, untainted by matter, and of real qualities of 
freedom from sins, from decay and death, from hunger and thirst, etc.? 
This real nature of the self as pure consciousness remains hidden 
during its state of bondage through its connection with avidyà, i.e. 
matter, karma, like the rays of a lamp within a pot.3 Similarly, its 
real qualities remain veiled through avidyà, which subjects the soul 
to all sorts of sins and impurities, to decay and death and endless 
rebirths. But in salvation, this veil of avidyà being completely 
lifted up, the true self shines forth in all its brilliance and purity.* 

It is clear from the above that since salvation means the attain- 
ment of the nature of Brahman, as well as that of one's own nature,’ 
the freed soul realises itself as non-distinct from Brahman—which 
non-distinction is not incompatible with a distinction between itself 
and Brahman.9 That is to say, as everywhere else, the relation be- 
tween the soul and Brahman is one of natural difference-non-difference 
(svàbhàvika-bhedàbheda), in salvation, too, there being similarity 
as well as distinction between the two. 

The similarity between the freed soul and Brahman consists in the 
following facts :— 

First, as noted above, the freed soul attains the nature and quali- 
ties of the Lord, viz. pure and obstructed consciousness, omniscience, 
freedom from sins, faults and impurities, decay and death.’ It, 
further, comes to have the power of realising all its wishes at once 
and can meet its forefathers, etc. through a mere wish.8 It comes 
to possess also the power of moving about everywhere at will and 
can attain any world without resorting to any means.? It comes 
to possess, in fact, supreme majesty 10 and becomes a self-ruler, not 
under the control of any one else !! (excepting the Lord, of course).!? 


1 Vide e.g., “ paramam sémyam upaiti" (Mund., 3.1.3). 

2 See above. 3 See above. 

4 Cf. Chand., 8.3.4, ** svena rupena abhinispadyayte’’. 

5 S.N.K.S., éloka 13. 

9 V.P.S., 4.4.4. Vibhagavirodhina’vibhagena. 

? V.P.8., 4.4.7. See above. 8 V.P.S., 4.4.8. 9? Op. cit., 3.3.40. 
10 Op, cit., 4.4.9. 11 Op. cit., 4.4.9. 12 See below. 
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It shares all the pleasures and enjoyments with Brahman in this world.! 
It may possess a body or not at its own liking ? and in the absence 
of a body created by itself, it enjoys pleasures by means of the body 
created by the Lord.’ The sense is that the freed soul, being capable 
of realising all its wishes, can, of course, create its own body, yet 
sometimes it voluntarily refrains from doing so and prefers to have 
a body created by the Lord. And even when it creates its own body, 
it does so in accordance with the Lord’s wish. That is, the freed soul, 
though a self-creator, is ever under the control of the Lord and always 
follows His will.4 

On the other hand, the difference between the freed soul and the 
Lord consists in the following :— 

In the first place, the freed soul is atomic in size,5 while the 
Lord is all-pervading.6 As pointed out above,’ atomicity is the 
very essence of the soul, hence since salvation does not imply the 
disappearance of the essence or nature of the soul, the essentially 
atomic soul cannot become all-pervasive in salvation. But this 
atomicity of the freed soul does not prevent it from enjoying the 
pleasures, etc. of several bodies simultaneously,8 for just as a small 
lamp pervades several rooms with its rays extending far and wide, 
so can the freed soul experience the pleasures of several bodies through 
its all-pervading quality of knowledge.? 

In the second place, the freed soul, in spite of possessing supreme 
powers and majesty, never possesses the power of creating, main- 
taining and destroying the universe, which power belongs exclusively 
to the Lord alone.!? 

Thus, we find, that the state of salvation is a definite acquisition— 
a positive state of supreme self-development, knowledge and enjoy- 
ment, and not a negative state of unconsciousness and blankness.!! 
The freed soul abides with a constant intuition of the Lord and is, 
thereby, free from all fear and full of bliss.}2 


1 V.P.S., 4.4.21. 

2 Op. cit., 4.4.14. This body, like that of the Lord, is non-material— 
aprakrta. Vide V.R.M., pp. 31, 39. 

3 V.P.5., 4.4.13. 4 Op. cit., 4.4.14. See above. 

5 V.P.S., 4.4.15. 9 Sce above. 7 See above. 

8 Cf. Chànd,, 7.20.2, where it is said that the soul becomes one-fold, three- 
fold, etc. 

9 V.P.S., 4.4.15. 10 Op. cit., 4.4.20. 

11 Op. cit., 4.4.16. 12 Op, cit., 4.4.19. 
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Finally, according to Nimbürka, there is no such thing as jivan- 
mukti, or salvation in this life, here and now. When a man is favoured 
by the Lord (because of following the paths of knowledge, devotion, 
etc.), he comes, of course, to be freed from any further karmas, i.e. 
his past karmas are destroyed and the future ones do not accumulate.! 
But those karmas which have already begun to bear fruits remain 
intact, and hence, as we have seen, he must continue his mundane 
existence until such karmas are completely destroyed by means of 
retributive experience,? although any further karmas which he may 
have to do during that period do not cling to him, as pointed out 
above, and he attains release, i.e. fellowship with the Lord and a full 
manifestation of his real self—after exhausting all these karmas that 
have already begun to fructify and discarding the physical body. 


VII. Ethics: the sádhanas. 


There are five sádhanas or means to emancipation, viz. karma 
or work, vidyà or knowledge, upàsanà or meditation, prapatti or 
self-surrender to the Lord, and gurüpasatti or devotion to a guru.3 


(1) Karma. 


Karmas by themselves do not lead to salvation directly, yet 
they'are not useless, because, if performed conscientiously in a proper 
spirit, in accordance with one's caste and stage of life, they givo rise 
to vidyà or knowledge which is a means to salvation. Hence, 
karmas being indirect means to salvation are to be undertaken as 
essential duties and not to be avoided or neglected as worthless or 
as leading away from salvation. 


(2) V:dyà. 
(a) Nature of vidyà and its relation to karma. 


Brahman, the highest goal of men, can be attained through 
vidyàá.5 Vidy& is not a subsidiary factor of karma (karmáànga), 

1 V.P.S., 4.1.13.. 2 Op. cit., 3.4.51; 4.1.15. 

3 For details, vide V.R.M. See below under Purugottamücáürya: Sadhana. 

3 This is considered in details immediately in sub-section (2). 

5 V.P.S., 3.4.1. 

* Vidyáà" means not mere “knowledge”, but “meditative knowledge ", 
i.e. knowledge ending in meditation. According to Nimbarka, knowledge 
and meditation are interconnected: knowledge ends in meditation, meditation 
is based on knowledge. Vide infra. ` 


MEANS TO SALVATION : KNOWLEDGE 47 


but is an independent means.! Far from being a subordinate factor 
of karma, it, on the contrary, destroys karmas which lead to endless 
rebirths, thereby hindering the attainment of final emancipation.? 

But in spite of this, it is not to be supposed that karmas are 
absolutely useless, or that they have no relation .whatsoever with 
vidyà. The fact is that karmas help the rise of vidya and are, as 
such, elements of vidyà (vidyaénga).3 The conscientious perform. 
ance of the religious duties incumbent on particular stages of life 
(or the éSrama-dharmas), viz. the performance of sacrifices, the prac- 
tice of charity and the rest, have the effect of purifying the mind 
and thereby helping the rise of knowledge.5 Of course, the function 
of karmas ends here, i.e. in giving rise to knowledge, for once knowledge 
is generated, it does not wait for anything else, but itself leads to 
salvation. Thus, karmas produce knowledge, but are, in their 
turn, destroyed by that very knowledge which they have produced. 
It is to be noted, however, that karmas do not always give rise 
to knowledge and thereby lead to salvation—sometimes they give 
rise only to merit, and thereby lead to heaven only. The fact is 
that it is the spirit with which one undertakes a work that determines 
the end attained. A man, who, desirous of salvation, performs 
sacrifices, etc. in a disinterested spirit with no desire for heaven, attains 
knowledge as a result and through it, salvation. But a man not 
desirous of salvation, who performs his duties in a selfish spirit with 
a view to attaining heaven, and the rest, accumulates merit as a 
result, goes to heaven, and is born on earth once more.’ 

Not only the external performance of sacrifices and the rest, 
but the internal control of the senses and so on, too, are incumbent 
on one desirous of knowledge as a means to salvation. In order 
that there may be a rise of knowledge in him, he must be calm, self- 
controlled, indifferent to worldly objects, forbearing and collected. 

Further, one wishing to have knowledge of Brahman must have 
deep learning, childlike simplicity and unostentatiousness and profound 
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1 For the pürva-pakse that vidya is karmanga and the refutation thereof, 
vide V.P.S., 3.4.1-18. 

2 V.P.S., 3.4.16. 3 Op. cit., 3.4.26. 

& Cf. Brh., 4.4.22. 

5 W.P.S., 3.4.30. 

6 Op. cit., 3.4.27. Cf. V.K., 3.4.27 : the analogy of a horse, etc. 

? V.P.S., 3.4.32-34. 

8 Op. cit., 3.4.27. Cf. Brh., 4.4.23. 
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thoughtfulness and the gift of silence. All these help the rise of 
knowledge.! 

There are, thus, three sets of auxiliaries to knowledge—first, 
the disinterested performance of one’s own duties, such as sacrifices, 
the practice of charity and penance, etc.; secondly, the possession 
of self-control, forbearance, etc.; and thirdly, the possession of deep 
learning, simplicity and thoughtfulness. 

Of course, each of these auxiliaries (sahakárin) is not universally 
needed for the rise of knowledge; for example, those who lead a life 
of chastity are not required to perform sacrifices, etc. for attaining 
knowledge, but can do so independently of any such things.? 

The conclusion is, therefore :— 


(a) vidyà is independent of and separate from karmas; hence 
some, viz. the ascetics, who are not required to work 
or perform sacrifices, etc., can attain knowledge without 
the help of karma; ? 

(b) while others, again, viz. religious students and house- 
holders—who are required to work in accordance with 
their respective castes and stages of life—can attain 
knowledge only through the proper performance of 
sacrifices and the rest. 


Nimbàrka, therefore, does not regard the giving up of the active 
life of a householder as the essential pre-requisite to attaining Brahman. 

Finally, it is recommended that one desirous of knowledge should 
take particular care regarding the food he takes, for purity of food, 
guarantees purity of the heart which quickens the rise of knowledge,‘ 
and should always avoid wanton conduct.’ 


(b) Adhikarins of vidyd. 


The proper relation between knowledge and work being thus 
determined, the next question is: Who are entitled to the knowledge 
of Brahman ? 

As seen above, all those who belong to one or other of the stages 
of life (or the àéramas)—both householders and ascetics—are entitled 


1 V.P.8., 3.4.46; 3.4.48-49. Cf. Brh., 3.5.1. Panditya; bālya; mayna. 

3 V.P.S., 3.4.26. 

3 They attain vidyà through the duties incumbent on their stage of life, 
viz. Sravana, manana, etc., vide V.K., 3.4.25. 

€ V.P.S., 3.4.29-30. 5 Op. cit., 3.4.31. 
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to knowledge through the proper performance of their duties prescribed 
for the particular stages of life.! 

Further, even those who do not belong to any particular stage 
(or the anaSramin), are entitled to knowledge provided that the fact 
of their not belonging to any partiéular stage of life is due to mishap 
and not to actual lapse or wilful negligence on their own parts; for 
example, a widower,'by misfortune, happens to be outside all stages 
of life—being neither a religious student nor a householder, nor an 
ascetic. Such men can gain knowledge through the muttering of 
prayers (or japa) and the rest (there being no particular a$rama- 
dharmas to be performed by them). It is to be remembered, how- 
ever, that one should belong to one or other of the stages of life if 
one can holp, for it is far better to do so than to remain outside.? But 
persons who voluntarily leave or lapse from their stages of life through 
misbehaviour, are not entitled to knowledge like widowers and the rest. 
Such a lapse is a very serious offence. A Naisthika-brahmacarin 
or a perpetual religious student, observing the vow of chastity, who 
lapses from his vow is as good as a murderer of his own self and 
no penance can atone for his sin.? 

Generally speaking, one who has studied the Veda with its six 
parts, and the science of religious duties, who is, as a result, averse 
to worldly ends and desirous of attaining the Lord, and who accordingly 
approaches a preceptor and devotes himself to him—is entitled to 
Brahma-vidya.4 

The conclusion, thus, is that the adhikarins of vidya are :— 

(a) generally speaking, those who have studied the Vedas 
and the Pirva-mimamsa, have approached a preceptor 
and have been ceremonially purified ; 
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1 V.P.S., 3.4.37. ? Op. cit., 3.4.39. 3 Op. cit., 3.4.41. 

* Op. cit., 1.1.1. 

(a) The sense is: The study of the Vedas generates & doubt regarding 
the exact nature of karmas and their fruits, since some Vedic passages teach 
that the fruits of karmas are eternal, while others teach that they are not. 

(b) This leads a man to study the Karma-mimaémsa. 

(c) From his study of the Karma-mimamsa, he comes to see the distinction 
between the non-eternal karmas and the eternal Brahman. 

(d) This generates an aversion in him for the transitory fruits of karmas, 
i.e. for ordinary objects of enjoyment—here or hereafter in heaven—and a desire 
for knowledge of Brahman. 

(e) This leads him to approach a guru, and learn the Brahma-vidyà from 
him. Vide V.P.S., 1.1.1. 

4. 
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(b) all who belong to one or other of the stages of life, through 
their performance of the duties incumbent thereon, and 

(c) some who do not belong to any stage of life, like widowers, 
etc., through muttering of prayers and so on.! 


(c) The rise of vidya. 
There is no fixed rule when knowledge is going to arise. It 
may arise here or hereafter. If there be no obstructions, knowledge 
arises here in this world, otherwise not. 


(3) Undsand or Dhyana. 


(a) The mode of meditation. 


A man who desires for salvation should mefitate on his own 
self—on his real and essential self, freed from all sins and imperfections.* 
He should meditate on the Lord as his own self. He should neither 
meditate on the self as it is during its stage of bondage, nor on any 
symbol. The best kind of meditation, thus, is the meditation on 
the self as one with the Lord (abhedopàsanà). 


(b) Posture of meditation. 


Meditation is to be carried on in a sitting posture, moditation 
being best possible in that posture alone, i.e. on the part of one who 
is motionless.9 

(c) Place of meditation. 


There is no particular rule regarding the place of meditation 
the only requisite being that meditation should be practised in a place 
which helps the concentration of the mind.1° 


1 The Südras, on the other hand, are not entitled to the knowledge of 
Brahman, The rule is that before any man is fit to receive instruction, he must 
be initiated with the holy thread as a preparatory purifying rite. But since a 
Sidra belongs to the fourth caste, he is not entitled to any such purificatory 
ceremony and as such not entitled to knowledge. V.P.S., 1.3.34-39. 

According to Purusottama and Sundarabhatta, the Südras are entitled 
to the study of the Purünas, etc., but are not to that of the Veda. Vide V.R.M., 
p. 74; S.S., p. 8. 


3 V.P.S., 3.4.50-61. 3 Op. cit., 3.4.38, 50. 4 Op. cit., 3.3.52. 
5 Op, cù., 4.1.3. € Op. cit., 3.3.51-52. 7 Op. cit., 4.1.4-6. 
8 Op. cù., 4.1.7-8. * Op. cit., 4.1.9. 10 Op. cit., 4.1.11. 
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(d) Time of meditation. 
Meditation is to be carried on, not off and on, but continuously 


as long as life lasts.! 
(e) Fruits of meditation. 


Meditation, like knowledge, brings about the destruction of all 
karmas and leads to salvation.? 


(f) Kinds of meditation. 


The process of meditation depicted above? is a somewhat 
higher intellectual process, presupposing the consciousness of identity 
between tho individual soul and the Highest Soul. Ordinarily, 
however, this process is not always resorted to.4 The Lord is taken 
simply as a supreme object of worship and worshipped as such in 
Himself without the above preliminary identification of Him with 
the individual soul. Krsna should be worshipped with steady 
and wholehearted devotion.5 He alone is to be worshipped and no 
other deity.6 Everything depends on His grace; hence those who 
are averse to the Lord, but given to the worship of other deities or 
to the pursuit of worldly ends—never attain success in anything 7— 
not even in worldly pursuits. On the contrary, they have to face 
endless miseries at every step.8 The fact is that it is only through 
a complete dedication of one's life to the service and worship of the 
Lord that human life can have any meaning or worth.? 

Whenever the Supreme Brahman is meditated on, He must 
be meditated on as possessed of tho essential qualities of truth, know- 
ledge, bliss, being the soul of all, having true desires, non-grossness, 
non-atomicity and the rest !0— which pertain to His very nature— 
whether they be specially mentioned or not in connection with various 
Brahmopasanas set forth in various schools of the Vedas, while the 
inessential qualities of having joy for His head and the rest, need 
not be included in all meditations.!! That is to say, tho various 


1 V.P.S., 4.1.12. 

2 Op. cit., 3.2.5; 4.1.13-14.  D.S., śloka 6. 

3 Under the sub-section (a). 

4 Cf. D.S., and $.N.K.S. See below. 5 $.N.K.S., élokas 1, 8, 7. 

6 Op. cit., loka 5. It is said that those who worship other deities are no 
better than ignorant beasts (paśu). D.S., éloka 6. 

7 8.N.K.S., éloka 16. 8 Op. cit., Sloka 18. ° Op. cit., &loka 25. 

10 V.P.S., 3.3.11; 3.3.13; 3.3.34, 11 Op. cit., 3.3.12. 
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Brahmopásanás, lepicted in various schools of Scripture, are really 
one and the same, since they are all connected with the same object, 
viz. Brahman. Hence the special features mentioned in connection 
with one are to be extended to all the rest.1 

But in spite of this fact that the various kinds of meditations 
designated in various Upanisads, viz. the meditation as taught by 
Sándilya,? meditation on the Small? meditation on the Imperish- 
able, and the rest, are really one as referring to the same object, viz. 
Brahman, yet since the method of procedure is different in each case 
and since different forms are resorted to by different adhikàrins,5 
they are taken to be different in this sense.6 But since they all 
lead to the same result, viz. the attainment of Brahman, it is not 
necessary to resort to each of them, any one being enough to yield 
the desired result, viz. the salvation.? 

The symbolic meditations, on the other hand, do not lead to 
the attainment of Brahman, but to other limited results only,’ and 
hence they are to be avoided, as noted above.? 

Finally, the Lord is, sometimes, meditated on as the Inner Con- 
troller of the non-sentient.19 

The conclusion is, thus, there are broadly three kinds of 
meditation 11:— -> 

(a) Meditation on the Lord as one’s own self, i.e. meditation 
on the Lord as the Inner Controller of the sentient. 

(b) Meditation on the Lord as the Inner Controller of the 
non-sentient. 

(c) Meditation on the Lord Himself, as different from the 
sentient and the non-sentient. 


The various kinds of meditation taught in the Upanisads, etc. 
may be included under one or other of these three headings. 
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| V.P.S., 3.3.1-5. 

3 See translation, Sandilya-vidya, V.K., 3.3.1. 

3 Op. ct., Dahara-vidyé. 

4 Op. cit., Aksara-vidyà, V.K., 3.3.56. 

5 The sense is that the followers of different śākhās are evidently entitled 
only to those forms of meditations recorded in their own particular éákhàs 
respectively, and hence arises the variety of meditations. 

e V.P.S., 3.3.56. ? Op. cit., 3.3.57-58. 

8 Op. cit., 4.3.15. Cf., e.g., Chand., 7.1. 

9 See 3(a) above. 

10 V.P.S., 1.1.32. 11 Op. cit., 1.1.32. 
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(g) Adhikàrins of meditation. 


It is clear that meditation, involving as it does scriptural know- 
ledge, is confined to the upper three classes only.! That meditation 
involves knowledge is clear from the following facts :— 


(a) The first kind of meditation, viz. meditation on the Lord 
as the self of the individual, is based on the real know- 
ledge of the Lord, of the individual soul, and of the 
identity between them, which knowledge can be obtained 
from Scripture alone, barred to the fourth caste.? 

(b) The second kind of meditation, viz. the meditation 
on the Lord as the Inner Controller of the non-sentient, 
too, is based on the real knowledge of the Lord and the 
non-sentient, obtainable from Scripture. 

(c) The third kind of meditation, viz. the meditation on the 
Lord Himself, too, is based on the knowledge of the 
essential nature and qualities of the Lord, obtainable 
from Seripture.? 


(h) Updsana and Bhakti. 


According to Nimbarka, bhakti is not a synonym for upásaná, 
but consists in a special love for the Lord. Meditation and devotion 
mutually involve each other.5 

Devotion is a supreme sádhana. It can be obtained through 
the grace of the Lord alone. The grace of the Lord generates a feeling 
of utter humility, which in its turn generates devotion.® 

There are two kinds of devotion, pară and aparà or s&dhana- 
rüpikà.? 


1 Op. cit., 1.3.34-41. See above. 2 See above. 

3 According to V’R.M., pp. 74 and 127, Südras are entitled to meditation 
enjoined in the Puranas, but not to those enjoined in the Upanisads. 

4 D.S,, sloka 9. Prema-visesa-laksana. 

The followers of Nimbarka, however, use the word exactly in the sense of 
upüsanà. Vide V.P.M., p. 97; S$.K., p. 127. See p. 169 of the thesis, Part 1. 

5 See below. 6 D.S., $loka 9. 

? Op. cit. 

According to the commentators, the distinction between these two kinds 
of devotion is that the parà bhakti is generated through the grace of the Lord. 
while the sádhana-rüpikà bhakti through the performance of the südhanas, 
i.e. through meritorious works, company of the good and so on. "Vide V.R.M., 
pp. 126-128. 
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. 3 


(4) Prapatti. 
(a) Its general nature and factors. 


Prapatti means a complete resignation or self-surrender to the 
Lord, and is one of the most effective means to salvation.! It 
consists in depending on the Lord in every respect and at every step,2 
relinquishing one’s narrow individuality as a separate self-dependent 
and self-sufficient being,’ giving up every other sadhana,‘ and 
throwing one's self completely on the mercy of the Lord.6 One who 
wants to attain salvation through this sádhana should, after having 
received instruction from a preceptor,® take refuge in the Lord with 
whole mind and body,’ looking upon Him as Father, Mother, Friend 
and Master, as knowledge, wealth, and everything,® serving Him 
88 a Son serves his father, a friend his friend, a servant his master.? 

Self-surrender consists of six factors (or ahgas) :— | 


(1) bearing good will to all, (2) absence of ill-will, (3) faith that 
the Lord will protect, (4) acceptance of Him as the 
Saviour, (5) feeling of helplessness, and (6) self-surrender 
to the Lord; the last is the main factor (angin) while 
others aro its elements (angas).!° 


The Lord is e¥er-gracious to one who has thus taken refuge in 
Him.!! He protects him at all times from all harms and difficulties,!? 
regards him as His special ward, as His dear friend and never abandons 
him,13 in spite of his faults and failings. And, finally, He, with His 
own hands, leads him to salvation, to an attainment of Himself.14 


REED a eae ESO esa. 


Mathiam emus creta tt 


1 D.S., éloka 8: “ There seems to be no way to salvation except the lotus- 
feet of the Lord". P.K., Sloka 22, given in S.R., p. 110. 
3 Op. cit., sloka 4, p. 108. 3 Op. cit., loka 19, p. 110, 
* Op. cü., sloka 24, p. 110. Cf. Gita 18.60. 
5 P.K., éloka 4, 19, pp. 108, 110, S.R. 
9 Op. cit., Slokas 4-5, p. 108. 7 Op. cit., śloka 19, p. 110. 
8 Op. cit., Slokas 6—8, p. 109. 9 Op. cit., Sloka 9, p. 109. 
10 The six factors are: (1) ünukülyasya samkalpah, (2) pratikilyasya 
varjanam, (3) raksisyati iti vi$vàsah, (4) goptrtva-varanam, (5) karpanyam, 
(6) &tma-niksepah. P.K., $lokes 10-11, p. 109, S.R. The above translation 
is based on the explanation of these factors (not given by Nimbarka himself) 
in V.R.M., pp. 100 ff. 
11 P.K., dloka 12~14, p. 108, S.R. 
12 Op. cit., loka 14, p. 108, S.R. 
18 Op. cit., loka 15, p. 108, S.R. 
14 Op. eit., 6loka 22.23, p. 110, S.R. 
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(b) Adhikarins of Prapatti. 


One who desires for release, who is utterly destitute of any interest 
other than the Lord, who has no end in view other than the attain- 
ment of the Lord, who has recourse to no other sādhana than the 
complete self-surrender to the Lord and who is conscious of his own 
utter helplessness and insignificance is entitled to self-surronder.! 

It is clear that while the other s&dhanas like knowledge and 
meditation are confined to the upper three classes only, solf-surrender 
is open to all—-to the high as well as to the low, to the learned as well 
as to the ignorant, to Brahmanas as well as to Südras. 

Self-surrender does not imply complete inactivity on the part 
of the person surrendering himself, because he has, to exert himself 
for doing what is liked by the Lord, and avoid what is not. He 
must be benevolent, charitable and friendly towards all, striving 
to help everyone—high and low—and must be free, on the other hand, 
as we have seen, from violence, anger, malice and haughtiness, refrain- 
ing from harming any one. Thus, love and devotion to the Lord 
mean love and service of mankind, and not indifference to fellow 
beings, just as self-surrender to the Lord means ceaseless effort to 
follow the right path, and thereby please the Lord, and not mere 
idleness and apathy. 


(5) Gurüpasatti or Gurv-àjfiánuvrtti.? 


(a) Its general nature. 


Self-surrender is of two kinds: self-surrender to the Lord and 
self-surrender to a guru or spiritual preceptor. The first has been 
considered in the previous section, the second is being considered 
here. 

Gurüpasatti, as the name implies, means complete self-surrender 
to a preceptor and not directly to the Lord Himself. The guru is 
the intermediary between the individual soul and the Lord, and leads 
the former to the latter. ''Jiva-»Guru— Hari "—this is the eternal 
secret of all truth.® 


MA. cma m e DEEA ge 


1 P.K., élokas 24-25, p. 110, S.R. 

2 Vide Sundarabhatta’s account for details. See pp. 193 ff. of the thesis, 
Part 1. 

3 M.R.B., élokas 1-2, p. 1. 

It is this truth which is contained in both the mysterious Agama- 
mantra: “Om”, and in the Bija-mantra: ''Klim." In the first case, the 
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The soul is, thus, to offer itself to the Lord through the preceptor 
in the same manner as clarified butter is first poured in a ladle and 
then offered to the fire;! and having thus offered itself, it becomes 
free from the fetters of the mundane existence and attains similarity 
with Brahman; 2 i.e. salvation. 

The sense is that one who has surrendered his own self completely 
to his preceptor, needs do nothing else,—perform no other duties, 
follow no other sidhana—except to obey and serve him. The method 
of taking refuge to and serving him is very similar to that: of serving 
the Lord. The devotee should dedicate himself heart and soul 
to the preceptor,$ as well as everything belonging to himself,5 
his wealth,$ his youth,? his works. He should regard him as his 
all in all, and serve him as such.? He should give up all sense of 
egoity and be completely merged in him.!1? He must obey implicitly 
whatever he commands him and learn the sacred Mantra in the way 
recommended by him.!! The preceptor, on his part, is to impart 
the supreme knowledge to him, his disciple alone, and not to anv 
one else.1? 


(6) Adhikdrins of Gurüpasatti. 


One who desires for release, who has no attachment either to 
his own self (&tman) or to anything belonging to himself (atmiya), 
and one who is willing to dedicate himself, body and soul, to his 
preceptor, is entitled to this sadhana.18 

It is clear that like self-surrender to the Lord, self-surrender 
to the preceptor is open to all, and not only to the upper three classes. 


syllable “a” means Hari, the syllable **u" means the preceptor and the syllable 
“m” means the soul; while in the second case, the syllable ** k" means Hari, 
the syllable “i” means the preceptor and the syllable “m” means the soul. 

M.R.8., élokas 3, 5, pp. 1, 2 and op. cit., $lokas 4, 5, pp. 1, 2. 

1 M.R.8., dloka 8. Here the clarified butter stands for the soul, the sacri- 
ficial ladle for the preceptor and the fire for the Lord. 

For a full working out of the simile, see Sundarabhatta’s M.R. See below. 


3 M.R.., éloka §, p. 2- 3 See above. 
4 M.R.B8., éloka 15, p. 4. 5 P.K., éloka 19, p. 110, S.H. 
€ M.R.8., élokas 12, 15, pp. 3, 4. ? Op. cit., loka 12, p. 3. 


8 P.K., éloke 19, p. 110, S.R. 

9 M.R.8., slokas 16-16, p. 4. P.K., élokas 5-0, S.R. 

19 P.K., élokas 18, 20-21, p. 110, S.R.  Átmasüt-krta. 

11 M.R.8., éloka 17, p. 4. 18 Op. cü., Sloka 18, p. 4. 
13 Op. ott., Sloke 13, p. 3. 
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This means is specially fit for those who cannot perform even the 
six factors! of self-surrender to the Lord independently of their own 
unaided efforts, but are required to be led by someone else in all respects, 
their only duty being to obey their preceptor with blind faith as a 
child obeys his mother.? And, all that is necessary for their attain- 
ment of salvation is done by the preceptor himself, just as the mother 
of a suckling baby herself takes medicine for curing her child's disease. 


Sahakárins to the sádhanas.* 


There are certain sahakáàrins or auxiliaries to the above sadhanas, 
which help the attainment of salvation. These are broadly five 
in number, viz. $raddhà or reverence, àrjava or straightforwardness, 
viśvāsa or faith, sat-sanga or company of the good and virága or 
detachment.5 

Reverence means reverently accepting as true what is taught 
by Scripture and the spiritual teachor.9 That is, one who desires 
to have salvation should have complete faith in Scripture and the 
spiritual teacher. 

Straightforwardness means perfect harmony between mind, 
speech and body.? That is, one who desires salvation should be 
truthful and keep his word; he should speak what he thinks, and 
do what he says, but should not think one thing, say one, and do 
another.8 

Faith means the belief that the Lord is sure to make the devotee 
His own.? That is, one who desires for salvation should have un- 
shaken faith in the Lord and His protection, otherwise there is no 
sense in resorting to the sádhanas. 

Company of the good means associating with and serving the 
good.19 The good are those who are endowed with knowledge, 
detachment and devotion, who follow the path indicated by the Swan 
Incarnation (i.e. belong to the sect of Nimbarka) and are devoted 


. 1 See above. 2 Cf. V.R.M., pp. 97, 122. 3 Op. cit., p. 122. 

* This account is based on V.R.M., V.K.V. with its commentary A.S.T., 
as is the account (given in the next section) of the obstacles (virodhins) to salva- 
tion. Nimbarka himself does not consider these points. But it seems best 
to include them here for facility of reference. 

According to V.R.M., p. 140, the various kinds of virodhins have been set 
forth in the Prapatti-cinté-mani by Nimbàárka. 

5 V.K.V., 5th taranga, éloka 1, p. 53. 6 Op. cit., šloka 2, op. cit. 

7 Op. cit. 8 A.R.T., p. 53. 

9 V.K.V., 5th taranga, élokas 3-4, p. 54. 10 Op. cit., Slokas 5-7, p. 55. 
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to their sect, who are untouched by any vices and passions like greed, 
malice, and the rest and free from all selfish desires for sons or wealth 
and so on, who are devoted to the Lord alone and ever accompanied 
by the Lord as a consequence,! i.e. who regard every end other 
than the Lord as utterly negligible and who implicitly follow the 
commands of the Lord.2 The mere sight of such good men, it is 
said, is enough to bring about salvation, not to speak of associating 
with them.? And, they are to be served more devotedly, so to speak, 
than even the Lord.* 

Finally, detachment means absence of both attachment (raga) 
and detachment (dvesa) to objects of senses.6 That is, one who 
desires for emancipation should neither be attracted by beautiful 
objects, sweet sounds and the rest, nor feel disgusted with non-attrac- 
tive objects and the rest, but should maintain an attitude of strict 
indifference.9 | 

There are two kinds of detachment’: sahetuka and nirhetuka. 
Detachment that is sahetuka or due to some cause is that which 
arises through the loss of one's nearest and dearest ones, of health, 
wealth and power, etc. That is, when a man all of a sudden loses 
all that he had valued so long, he naturally becomes averse to the 
world through sheer disappointment. Such a detachment, however, 
being only temporary, and not based on a proper discrimination 
between what is eternal and what is not, does not conduce to salvation. 
The detachment that is nirhetuka or not due to any cause, on the other 
hand, is that distaste for the world which arises through the grace 
of the Lord Himself. A man who is looked at with favour by the 
Lord at the time of his birth, from the beginning, comes to bo averse 
to the world, and inclined to the Lord, and such a detachment, being 
based on a proper discrimination between the eternal and the non- 
eternal, leads to salvation. 


Virodhins to the sádhanas and moksa.? 


There are many virodhins or obstacles which prevent one from 
attaining salvatién. They are broadly of two classes: visesa and 
samànya.? 


s 


en tp Dc LEED 


1 V.K.V., 5th taranga, ślokas 5-8, pp. 55, 57. 3 V.R.M., p. 129. 


3 A.S.T., p. 50. 4 V.R.M., p. 131. 
5 V.K.V., 5th taranga, sloka 9, p. 58. 6 A.S.T., p. 58. 
? V.R.M., pp. 141-2. 8 See above. 


? V.R.M., p. 134. V.K.V., 6th taranga, &loka 1, p. 64. 
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(1) The visega-virodhins or special obstacles are, again, of four 
kinds, viz. relating to the knowledge of the self, relating to the know- 
ledge of Brahman, relating to the means and relating to the fruit, 
viz. salvation.! 

(a) Thus, the first kind of special obstacles consist in having 
a wrong notion of one's own self—the individual soul, 
i.e. in taking the not-self, viz. the body, the sense- 
organs, the mind, etc. as the self; in thinking one's 
self self-sufficient and independent of the Lord and the 
preceptor, or dependent on someone else; in disbelieving 
that one's self belongs to the Lord, in disregarding 
the commands of the Lord as laid down in Scripture 
and Smrti; in worshipping, praying and bowing down 
to other deities; and in feeling attracted toward un- 
worthy texts, i.e. doctrines which are opposed to the 
Upanisad doctrine,?? etc. Those who have, thus, 
a wrong notion about thoir own selves are no better 
than *' stealers of the self’’ and the greatest sinners.? 

(b) The second kind of special obstacles consists in having a 
wrong notion of the Supreme Self, i.e. in taking the 
Lord (Visnu) to be identical with some other deity 
(Brahma, Siva, etc.), and on the other hand, these deities 
(Brahmà, Siva, etc.) as the Supreme Deity; in taking 
the incarnation of the Lord as mere ordinary men, 
and the copper or earthen images (pratima) of the Lord 
and the sacred stone (Sailagrama) as mere ordinary 
copper, earth, stone, etc., and not as God (which they 
really are); in taking the sacred formulae relating to 
the Lord as mere ordinary words and the legends, ete., 
relating to Him as mere ordinary stories; and finally, 
in supposing the Lord—who is an abode of infinite 
auspicious qualities,—as devoid of qualitios.* 

(c) The third kind of special obstacles consists in having a 
wrong notion of the means to be followed, i.e. slighting 
the sidhanas like prapatti or self-surronder and the 


1 V.R.M., pp. 134 ff. V.K.M., 6th taranga, śloka 2, p. 64. 

3 A.S.T., p. 65. 

3 V.R.M.,p. 134. V.K.V., 6th taranga, slokas 3—5, p. 64. 

* V.R.M., pp. 134-135. V.K.V., 6th taranga, álokas 6—8, p. 65. 
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like, for fear of entrusting one’s self—so full of faults— 
to the Lord; in having no faith in the object (viz. 
the Lord) to be reached by the sádhanas; in being 
attached to s&dhanas other than the scriptural ones; 
in adopting other mantras; in hankering after worldly 
ends other than service, worship, etc. of the Lord; in 
regarding the religious duties, and the like—which 
are to be performed as the Lord’s commands in an 
altogether disinterested spirit—as means to furthering 
one’s selfish ends; in taking the preceptor, the incarna- 
tion of the Lord on earth, as a mere earthly being, etc.! 

(d) The fourth kind of special obstacles consist in having a 
wrong notion about the fruit, viz. salvation, i.e. in 
taking religious merit, wealth and pleasure as supreme 
ends and desiring for them (instead of desiring for 
salvation); in thinking one’s self an independent agent 
(while really one’s acts are regulated by the Lord 2); 
in acting wantonly and contrary to Scripture, eto.; 
in being reluctant to leave the earthly body; in shunning 
the company of the good and seeking that of the bad, 
and so on.3 


(2) The general obstacles consist in not complying with the 
commands of the Lord, Scripture and Smrti, i.e. in giving up the 
religious duties incumbent on one’s own caste and stage of life, while 
doing what is incumbent on other stages of life; in making a sale 
of one’s own power—which is of two kinds: internal and external, 
consisting in selling one's knowledge, and so on; in insulting Brah- 
manas out of pride of knowledge, and defeating them in argumenta- 
tions, etc.; in partaking of refreshinent before worshipping the Lord; 
in abandoning one's relatives and friends, not because one has become 
an ascetic (in which case ít would not have been blamable), but out of 
sheer spite; in thinking ill of others; in scheming how to injure them; 
in being under thé sway of passions like greed, anger, pride and the 
rest, etc.4 All these obstacles which hinder the attainment of salva- 


1 V.R.M., pp. 135-136. V.K.V., 6th taranga, élokas 9-12, pp. 66-67. 
2 Vide A.S.T., p. 68. 

3 V.R.M., pp. 186-138. V.K.V., 6th taranga, slokas 13-14, p. 67. 

4 V.R.M., pp. 188-140. V.K.V., 6th taranga, élokas 13-18, p. 70. 
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tion are to be avoided by one who desires salvation with the greatest 
care.1 
Conclusion. 


Thus, we see that Nimbàrka speaks of five sadhanas or means. 

Devotion accompanies each of these. Thus, knowledge generates 
supreme devotion for the Lord by making us realise His unsurpassed 
greatness, and infinite kindness, on the one hand, and our own utter 
worthlessness and helplessness, on the other. 

Meditation similarly implies devotion. Constant meditation on 
the Lord cannot but generate a supreme love for Him, and on the 
other hand, it is the supreme love for Him that leads us to meditate 
ou Him unceasingly. In this way, meditation and devotion mutually 
involve each other. 

Self-surrender also generates devotion.? The complete self- 
surrender to the Lord cannot but give rise to & feeling of devout 
‘love for Him, and on the other hand, it is supreme devotion for the 
Lord which leads us to surrender ourselves to Him. Self-surrender 
and devotion, too, thus mutually involve each other. 

Finally, self-surrender to the preceptor, too, involves devotion 
first for the preceptor, god on earth, and then for the Lord Himself. 

It is clear that these sadhanas are not mutually exclusive, but, 
on the contrary, mutually involve one another. Nimbàrka does 
not tell us definitely which of these sadhanas he considers to be the best 
and the most effective, but points out simply in course of treating 
them separately that each of them leads to salvation in its own way. 


1 V.R.M., p. 141. 2 D.S., éloka 9. 
3 Thus:— 


(a) In V.P.S., 3.4.1, he says that the attainment of Brahman takes place 
through vidya. 

(b) In V.P.S., 3.2.24-25, he says that the direct vision of Brahman results 
from meditation. In D.Ś., Sloka 6, he says that the meditation 
on the Lord removes the darkness of ignorance. 

(c) In D.S., loka 8, he says that there is no other way to salvation except 
resorting to the lotus-feet of the Lord. 

(d) In M.R.S., éloka 9, he says that those who offer themselves to the Lord 

through a guru are delivered from the samsāra and attain 
similarity with Him, i.e. salvation. 

(e) In V.P.8., 3.2.24, he quotes a text to the effect that one can have a 
direct vision of the Lord through devotion. In S.N.K.S., he 
points out that those who are not devoted to the Lord can attain 
no end (éloka 13), and that the Lord is obtained through devotion 
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Hence we may conclude that according to him, any ‘one of these ! 
may lead to salvation, either by itself or in conjunction with others, 
and that they are to be resorted to accordingly by men of different 
castes, stages of life, inclination, and capacity.2 The first three 
classes may gain salvation through any one of these, while the fourth 
class through the last two only. And in the former case, those who 
are confident of reaching their goal, viz. salvation through their 
own unaided effort, follow the paths of work, knowledge and meditation, 
while those who are not—those of self-surrender to the Lord and to 
the preceptor. 

It is to be noted that, according to Nimbarka, the approach 
to a guru is the essential pre-requisite of all sidhanas,® the difference 
being that in other cases it is but a preliminary factor, not the onlv 
factor involved, while as an independent sadhana it is so. 

Nimbàrka did not develop the theory of grace at length, though 
his writings furnish evidence of his belief in it. Thus, it is said that 
the Lord is the cause of bondage and release.4 It is through the 
wish of the Lord that the real nature and qualities of the souls remain 
hidden through their state of bondage,® but again it is the Lord Himself 
who, out of pity for the souls in bondage, manifests Himself before 
them,® and leads them to salvation. Salvation, thus, is the result 
of the Lord’s grace. The Lord also infuses the spirit of self-surrender 
(as noted abovo) in men, which in its turn generates supreme devotion,’ 
and these two lead to the attainment of the Lord. Thus, without 
the grace of the Lord, even the sádhanas themselves cannot be availed 
of, 

If one is to follow all the sadhanas, one may follow the order 
as given below :— 

(1) Karma, which purifies the mind, and makes it fit for 
knowledge and meditation. 
(2) Gurüpasatti, or approach to a sad-guru. 


as "rasa", *"&nanda'' (sloka 17). Cf. also the views of his 
followers, e.g., V.R.M., p. 94, where five kinds of sádhanas are 
described. 
1 Excepting karma, of course, which as pointed out many times, is but an 
indirect means, not a direct one. 
2 See below for further confirmation of this view. 
3 V.P.S., 1.1.1. See above. Cf. also V.R.M., p. 120. 
4 V.P.8., 3.2.25. S.N.K.S., éloka 1. 6 V.P 
¢ §.N.K.S., éloka 11. ? D.Ś., 9. 
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(3) Jfiana, or attainment of knowledge from him, which by 
generating bhakti or love, leads to 

(4) Dhyana, or meditation on the object known, viz. Brahman, 
which leads to 

(5) Prapatti, which generates 

(6) Bhakti, which induces 

(7) the grace of the Lord—and this brings about 

(8) Sākşātkāra and samyoga—and i.e. mokga. 


Finally, it is pointed out that the sádhanas are to be repeated 
constantly, till the end is reached.! 


VIII. Theology. 


This has been noticed incidentally in connection with the 
treatment of other topics. Tho system of Nimbarka is philosophico- 
theological. While Nimbarka tries to give philosophical explanations 
of the ultimate categories and their inter-relations, and so on, he 
does not overlook the needs of the human heart, its inborn spirit 
of religion, its sense of living fellowship with another. In this sense, 
his system may be said to stand midway between the absolutist system 
of Samkara—in which there is no place for religion, and the theistic 
system of Baladeva, which frankly gives up the attempt to reconcile 
philosophical antitheses, and concerns itself with religion mainly.2 

The eternal relation between God and men, according to Nimbàrka, 
is a relation between the worshipped and the worshipper. As we have 
seen, the soul is never equal to the Lord, but is always under His 
control—always His servant, following His will and command under 
every circumstance, even in release. 

But this relation is not a relation of awe, but a most intimate 
relation of love and spontaneous devotion. The soul does not serve 
the Lord out of fear, but out of love. To the devotee, the Lord is 
not a cold and merciless Being, standing aloof in His supremo majesty 
far beyond his reach, but is an infinitely tender Being, essentially 
loving towards His devotees, meeting them half-way down, and lifting 
them above the endless miseries of the world. And it is because 
the Lord is such an abode of love and kindness that there is any 
sense in worshipping Him and praying to Him for mercy. Though 
the devotee is fully conscious of his own insignificance, yet he turns 
to God with the simple faith of a child in its mother, because he knows 


1 V.P.S., 4.1.1.2. 2 See below for Baladeva’s system, 
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that however puny he may be, God will never scorn or forsake him, 
but is ready at hand to guide and help him at every step. 

It is this sweet, intimate relation between God and man that 
has made the doctrine of Nimbarka—-which makes such a relation 
possible—so popular, along with other Vaisnava schools, as against 
the Advaita theory of the identity of man and God, which may satisfy 
intellect, but not feeling—the head, but not the heart. 

The personal God worshipped by Nimbarka, as we have seen, 
is Gopala-Krsna—the cowherd Krsna, brought up in the house of 
Nandagopa, engaged in playful pastimes with the gopis, and attended 
by Radha. This conception of Krsna brings out clearly the intimate 
nature of the relation between man and God—a relation of love and 
hosom friendship, as pointed out above. 

The object of worship according to Nimbarka, as we have seen, 
is Radha-Krsna conjointly. This Ràdhà-Krsna cult, to which 
Nimbàrka gives an exclusive prominence, is one of the most popular 
and influential cults that have ever flourished in India. 


FOLLOWERS OF NIMBARKA 
INTRODUCTION. 


The following is-the succession list of the high priests of the sect 


founded by Nimbarka (Acarya-parampara) 1 :— S 

1l. The Swan Incarnation. Mythological. Hence the 

2. The four Kumaras, Sanaka[sect of Nimbàárka is often 
and the rest. known as Hamsa-sampradüya 

3. Narada. or Sankádi-samprad&ya. 

4. Nimbarka. 

5. Srinivàsácárya. 

6. Visvacarya. 

7. Purusottamacarya. 

8. Vilasacarya. 

9. Svartipacarya. 


10. Madhavacarya. 

11. Balabhadracarya. 
12. Padmacarya. 

13. Syamacarya. 

14. Gopéalacarya. 

15. Krpacarya. 

16. Devacarya. 

17. Sundarabhatta. 

18. Padmanàbhabhatta. 
19. Upendrabhatta. 

20. Ramacandrabhatta. 
21. Vamanabhatta. 


- =- a ae aeaa a aramean n à o aaa a oda ER a A nna a a 


1 Vide “Sri-guru-nati-vaijayanti”’ (as given in 8.R., pp. 127-136). 

“ Ácüárya-parampará-stotra'' (as given in L.S.V., pp. 9-11). 

* Ácárya-pranümávali"' (op. cit., pp. 11-13). 

These three lists tally exactly. We have a fourth list given in $.N., pp. 6-7, 
which differs from the above three in two points: (1) Bháskara is placed imme- 
diately after Srinivasa. This is, however, not correct, for as we shall see later 
on Bháskara represents a different school of thought and cannot be taken to be 
a disciple of Nimbarka. (2) There is no mention of Keéavabhatta after Gopi- 
n&thabhatte. 
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22. Krgnabhatta. 

23. Padmakarabhatta. 
24. SravaneSabhatta. 
25. Bhüribhatta. 

20. Madhavabhatta. 
27. S yàmabhatta. 

28. Gopalabhatta. 

29. Balabhadrabhatta. 
30. Gopinathabhatta. 
31. Keéavabhatta. 

32. Gangalabhatta. 

33. Keéavaka$miribhatta. 
34. Sribhatta. 

35. Harivyasadeva. 


——— — i —— M MU a EE 


36. Svabhüdeva. Paraéurüámadeva. 
Karmaharadeva. 
Mathuradeva. Harivaméadeva. 
Syamadeva. Nàrüyanadeva. 
Sevadeva. | Vrndávanadeva. 
Naraharideva. 
Dayáràmadeva, etc. Govindadeva, etc. 


Thus after Harivyásadeva, the school split into two rival groups 
of teachers. 


I. Srinivàásácárya. 
1. LiFE AND DATE. 


Srinivasa was the immediate disciple of Nimbarka. Traditionally, 
he is supposed fb be an incarnation of the Paficajanya, the Conch- 
shell of Visnu (Sankhavatara),! and.to have flourished when Vajra- 


n. a 


onm ory 


1 Paficadhati-stotram, p. 126, S.R.; V.R.M., p. 3. Purugottama here 
quotes a verse from the above, composed by Visvacarya, his preceptor, beginning 
"Sankh&vat&re Purusottamasya...’? and ending: “Tam Srinivasam éaranam 
prapadye’’, S.J., p. 89. Devac&rya also quotes the above verse. S.S., p. 1; 
V.K.P., p. 20; A.C., p. 152; A.S.T., p. 1; Q.M., p. 1. 

5B 
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nama, the great-grandson of Krsna was reigning in Mathuré.1 The 
fact is, however, that he can by no means be assigned to a very ancient 
date. At least, it is absolutely certain from internal evidence that 
he could not have flourished before Samkara.? 

Srinivàsa is said to have born in the hermitage of Nimbàrka 
in the month of Magha ? on the fifth day of the bright half of the moon. 
His father's name was Acaryapada and his mother's Lokamati. 
Both of them were highly learned and pious. "Tradition is that once 
Acaryapada, out on a mission to conquer the whole world with his 
scholarship, accepted the hospitality of Nimbarka, but refused to 
take any refreshment as it was nearly sunset. Thereupon, Nimbarka 
made the setting sun linger over a Nimba tree, in order to enable 
his guests to finish their meal. Acáryapàda was so much struck 
with this extraordinary feat that he at once became a disciple of 
Nimbarka and continued to stay in the hermitage.‘ 

It is said that Srinivasa was taught all the Scriptures by Nimbarka 
himself. Nimbàrka dedicated his ‘“‘Vedanta-parijata-saurabha to 
him,5 and also composed the Da$a-éloki 9 for him. Nimbdarka, further, 
taught him eight verses in praise of Radha (Radhastaka) and eight 
verses in praise of Krena (Krsnastaka) 7 by reciting which, in accord- 
ance with his command, Srinivasa, so the tradition goes, was able to 
have a direct vision of Radha-Krsna. 

Srinivasa travelled a good deal accompanied by his disciple 
Viévacárya, preaching the holy Vaisnava religion and is said to have 
converted many people.® 


2. WORES. 


He composed the “‘Vedanta-kaustubha’’ in compliance with the 
request of Nimbàrka himself. He is said to have composed also 
commentaries on the Bhagavad-gità and the Upanisads.1? But so far 
we know only of his Vedanta-kaustubha, which elucidates the Vedanta- 
párijáta-saurabha of Nimbárka.!1 


1 A.C., p. 114. ? See above. 
* Magha corresponds to January-February. 

* A.C., pp. 96ff. 5 See above. 
e See above. 7 See above. 
* A.C., p. 143. 


* V.K., p. 2, Kaéied.; A.C., p. 143. 
1€ À.O., p. 143. 11 See Preface. 
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We know of another work of Srinivüsa—which is, however, of 
no philosophical importance—viz. ‘“Laghu-stavaraja-stotram’’,) a 
collection of forty-one verses in praise of Nimbarka. 

A third work by Srinivasa is “Vedanta-karikavali”, a metrical 
exposition made from the teaching of Nimbarka in seven tarangas or 
sections.2 From this work, it is evident that Srinivasa could not have 
flourished prior to Samkara, for here he criticises the Pratibimba-vada.® 


We also find here a strong support of our view that according to 
Nimbarka, any one of the sádhanas, viz. knowledge, meditation, and 
the rest—as suited to the capacity of one desirous of salvation, leads 
to his goal,* for the author explicitly says that the means to salvation 
are of various kinds in accordance with the capacities of different 
adhikarins,5 and then goes on to elucidate them one by one.® 


Another work by Srinivasa, preserved in manuscript form, is 
" Stava-paficaka-máhatmya ”.7 


He is said to have composed a commentary on the Veda, too,® 
and a treatise called Nigada.? 


3. DooTRINE. 


His doctrine is exactly similar to that of Nimbarka, only it is far 
more elaborate. Like Nimbarka, Srinivasa is content with elucidating 
simply his own view, without attempting to criticise the doctrine of 
Samkara or any other rival Vedanta school, except a single hostile 
reference to the Pratibimba-vàda, as noted above. Like Nimbarka, he 


1 Published by C.8.S., with commentary. See Bibliography. Also given 
in S.R., pp. 120-124. 

3 Vide B.M.C., Supplementary Catalogue of Sanskrit, Pali and Prakrit 
Books, 1928, p. 1003. 

3 See above. 

* See above. 

56 V.K.V., 4th taraiga, éloka 1, p. 40:— 

“ Upáy&h áreyasáh proktà adhiküáry-anusáratah. 
Vividháh $rutibhis te vai nirniyante svarupateh”’. 

And the commentary says: “Adhikari-vaividhyat e&ádhana-vaividhyam " (p. 40). 

€ V.K.V., 4th taratiga, Slokas 2 ff, pp. 40 ff. 

7 Rep. Bh., 1894, p. 76. 

® Cat. Cat., p. 671, Part 1. 

9 Op. cit. 
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accepts the trinity of reals, viz. Brahman, the cit and the acit,! and a 
relation of natural difference-non-difference (svabhavika-bhedabheda) 
between them—a point upon which he insists again and again.? He 
takes Brahman to be identical with Krsna,? but makes no mention of 
Radha in his commentary. His elucidation of the doctrine of 
Nimbàrka is admirable and lucid, also very useful in view of the fact 
that Nimbárka was a very succint writer. 


II. Viávácárya. 


Viśvācārya was the immediate disciple of Srinivasa 4 and second 
after Nimbarka. We know nothing about his life and works. We 
know of only one work by him, viz. ‘‘Paficadhati-stotram’’, a collec- 
tion of seven hymns in praise of his guru Srinivasa,® but this work 
contains nothing about his philosophical view. 


It is interesting to note that in his copious commentary Vedànta- 
ratna-mafijugà, Purusottama the immediate disciple of Viévacarya, 
makes obeisance to Srinivasa in the beginning and in the end,9 and 
not to his immediate guru Visvacarya, in accordance with the usual 
 eustom. And he sometimes refers us back to Srinivasa,” but makes no 
reference whatsoever to Viévacaérya, except only once, and there also 
he only quotes a verse from Visvacarya in praise of Srinivasa.8 This 
seems to suggest that Vi$vàcaàrya was not, after all, a very prominent 
man and did not have any work of great philosophical worth to his 
credit, otherwise his immediate disciple at least would have referred to 
his works. 


1 V.K., 1.1.1, p. 7, K.S.8. 

For & summary statement of his view, see V.K., 1.1.1. See translation, 
vol. I. 

3 V.K., 1.1.1, p. 11 (page references are to K.S.8. throughout); 1.1.7, 
p. 26; 1.2.21, p. 06; 1.4.9, p. 124; 1.4.20, p. 139; 1.4.21, p. 140; 2.1.13, p. 169; 
2.1.21, p. 168; 2.1.22, p. 166; 2.2.33, p. 205; 2.3.42, p. 230; 3.2.28, p. 291; 
4.1.3, p. 386 ; 4.4.4, p. 425; etc. 

3 V.K., 1.1.1, p. 5, ete. 

* Vide A.C., p. 143. 

5 8.R., pp. 125-126. Also published separately. See Bibliography. 

* V.R.M., pp. 1, 148. 

7 Vide e.g., V.R:M., pp. 127, 134, etc. 

® Op. cü., p. 3. 
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III. Purugottamacarya. 
1. LIFR AND DATE. 


Purusottama was the immediate disciple of Viévacirya, and the 
third after Nimbarka. 

Nothing definite is known of his life and date. He is said to have 
been born in Telinga,! although his exact birth-place is not known, and 
to have flourished in the fifth century A.D. as a contemporary of 
Gaudapàda.? But this latter view is not tenable, for it is absolutely 
clear from internal evidence that he flourished at least after Samkara, 
as he criticises many full-fledged Advaita doctrines, not found in 
Gaudapáàda's system. 


2. WORKS. 


He wrote a copious commentary called '' Vedanta-ratna-mafíjugà "' 
on Nimbàrkea's ''Daéa-éloki". Another work, attributed to him,’ 
viz. the “‘Acarya-caritam’’ is, however, not really his work, but of a 
different Purusottama, as already shown. He is claimed to have 
composed some other treatises, too, such as ''Siddhànta-ksirárnava ”’ 
which, unfortunately are all lost. 


3. DooTRINE. 


Purusottama gives a very lucid exposition of the general doctrine 
of Nimbàrka, adding many new details. His main originality consists 
in the fact that he was the first (so far known) of the sect of Nimbarka 
to undertake a thorough ciriticism of the Advaita tenets. 

He divides his work 9 into four sections, the first concerned with 
the padarthas or the categories, viz. Brahman, the cit and the acit; 
the second with the reconciliation of apparently contradictory texts, 
viz. the bheda-vakyas or texts designating difference, and the abheda- 
vakyas or texts designating non-difference, etc.; the third with the 
saidhanas or the means to emancipation, viz. work, knowledge, devo- 
tion, etc. ; and the fourth with the fruit, viz. salvation. 


- ees 


1 Teliüga is supposed to be the birth-place of Nimbürka also. See above. 

2 Preface to V.R.M., p. 1l. 

3 B.M.C., Supplementary Catalogue of Sanskrit, Pali and Prakrit Books, 
1926, p. 819. 

4 See above. 

5 Preface to V.R.M., p. 1. * VRM. 
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Section 1. The Trinity of Reals. 
(A) Brahman. 
(i) His nature and qualities. 


The Highest Reality is Brahman or Krgna.! He is called 
“Brahman” because He is great in nature and qualities,? and He is 
called “Bhagavan” because He is possessed of supreme excellence.’ 

On the one hand, the Lord is absolutely free from all defects and 
faults due to beginningless matter, viz. from the five kinds of kleéas, 
such as avidyà or tamas (i.e. nescience which veils the real nature of 
things), asmità or moha (i.e. confounding the body to be the soul), 
raga or mahà-moha (i.e. hankering after enjoyment), dvesa or tamisrà 
(i.e. malice), and abhinivesa or andha-tamisra (i.e. death); from the 
six kinds of vikaras, such as janma (birth), astitva (i.e. existence), 
vrddhi (growth), parinima (transformation), ksaya (decay) and marana 
(death); from the three gunas of prakrti, viz. sattva, rajas and tamas; 
from all the numerous effects of connection with prakrti. In this 
sense alone, Brahman is attributed.* 

On the other hand, He is an &bode of infinite auspicious qualities 
and powers, like jñāna, sakti, bala, ai$varyya, tejas, viryya, sauéilya, 
vatsalya, arjava, etc. etc. Thus jfiana means the power of directly 
intuiting all space, time and objects; $akti means the power of making 
the impossible possible; bala means the power of supporting the 
Universe, etc.; ai$varyy& means the power of controlling ; tejas means 
tirelessness or absence of exertion in spite of continued and immense 
labour; and viryya means the power of defeating all enemies without 
being ever defeated by them. These six qualities of the Lord lead Him 
to undertake the creation, maintenance and destruction, etc. of the 
Universe. Further, sauéilya means His willingness to associate even 
with the lowliest and the most unworthy, in spite of His own greatness; 
vatsalya means overlooking the faults of His servants; márdava 
means not being able to tolerate the miseries of those who have 
resorted to Him; arjava means the coincidence of mind and speech; 
sauhárddya means the attempt to protect others; sarva-Saranyatva 
or saumya means being the one common resort of all; kàrunya means 
removing the faults of others; sthiratva means remaining steady in 
wars; dhairyya means keeping promises; dayü means feeling grieved 


——————— —————————M STR Án ead 


1 V.R.M., p. 40. 2 Op. cit., p. 50. 
3 Op. cst., p. 112. 4 Op. oit., pp. 43-44. 
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at the grief of others and the wish to allay it, and madhuryya means 
infinite nectar-like sweetness, etc. All these qualities of the Lord 
lead him to undertake the protection of His devotees.! 

Thus, negatively, the Lord is devoid of all the qualities of the 
soul in bondage, i.e. of the qualities due to avidyé or matter and 
karma; and positively, He is possessed of infinite number of greatest 
and worthiest qualities—which are majestic on the one hand, sweet 
ontheother. Hence just as He is called “Brahman” and ''Bhagavat'' 
because of His supreme might and majesty, so He is called “Hari” 
also, because of His infinite beauty and sweetness which captivates 
(harati) the heart of His devotees.? 

The Lord is called “Hari” also because He removes (harati) 
all sins of His devotees. He is called Krsna for the very same 
reason.* He is, thus, essentially devoted and solicitous to His devotees, 
and goes out of His way to help and please them. He removes not 
only the sins, but the merits (punya) as well of His devotees, i.e. 
frees the soul from the bondage of beginningless karmas. In this 
sense, the Lord is the giver of salvation.5 

The Lord is deva, because He plays with the Universe, i.e. the 
creation, etc. of the Universe is but a mere play to Him; conquers 
the demons, i.e. is the destroyer of the evil and the protector of the 
good; controls all beings from within; shines eternally; is worshipped 
by Brahma and other gods; moves everywhere and finally, because 
He enjoys.? 

The Lord is para, superior to both the perishable and the imperish- 
able." He is the cause of causes, the Lord of lords, the God of gods, 
the original source of all deities like Brahma, Siva and others, and 
eternally worshipped by them.® These latter deities, though possessed 
of great power and lordship, are not yet para or the most supreme. 
Some Puranas, it is true, speak of Brahma, Siva, etc. as the most 
supreme deities, but it must be remembered that all Puranas are not 
equally authoritative. There are, in fact, four classes of Puranas, 
viz. sáttvika, ràjesika, timasika and samkirna. The first are con- 
cerned with sáttvika objects, the second are concerned with rajasa 


| V.R.M., pp. 44-47. 2 Op. cù., p. 49. 3 Op. cH., p. 49. 

4 Op. où., p. 62. "Pápa&m kargayati nirmülayati iti Kpyene." 

5 V.R.M., p. 52. 

6 Vide B.M., p. 238, Part 2. “Divu kridà-vijiglsá-vyavahüra-dyuti-stuti- 
moda-mada-svapnse-kánti-gatigu." 

7 Vide Gita 4.8. 8 V.R.M., pp. 103-113. 
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objects and had their origin in a rájasa time, and so on. The sáttvika 
Puranas are concerned with Hari, the rājasa ones with Brahma, the 
támasa ones with Samkara and the samkirna ones with Sarasvati. 
The sáttvika Puranas like the Vignu Purana and the rest are the most 
authoritative, for they alone lead to salvation, while the other kinds 
of Purànas lead to the mundane existence.! Hence the Lord Visnu 
alone, and none else, is the most Supreme Deity,— “‘ekamevadvitiyam ’, 
one without a second. 

The Lord is the cause of the Universe, both material and efficient 
cause.? 

Several objections may be raised to this view. 

Firstly, i& may be argued that He cannot be the material as well 
as the efficient cause, because we do not find ordinarily that the 
material and the efficient causes are identical, e.g. the clay, the 
material cause of a pot, is different from the potter, its efficient 
cause. To this we reply: we do find instances of the material and 
the efficient causes being identical; e.g. the soul is both the material 
and the efficient cause of its own knowledge. Hence we may argue 
thus: Brahman is the one identical material and efficient cause of the 
world, 

because He possesses the power of being so 
just as the soul is of its own knowledge. 


Secondly, it may be objected that if Brahman be the one material 
and efficient cause of the world, then the nature of the effect, the 
world, becomes a riddle indeed. "Thus, the world cannot be of one 
form of collection, nor something produced or begun, for Scripture 
declares the Universe to be beginningless; nor, finally, can it be a 
transformation of Brahman, for no transformation is possible on the 
part of an all-pervading Being like Brahman who is devoid of parts. 
Hence we may argue thus: Brahman cannot be subject to trans- 
formation, because He is all-pervading (vibhu) and devoid of parts 
(niravayava), like the ether. Hence the world is not a real trans- 
formation (parináma) of Brahman, but an illusory one (vivarta).5 

To this objection, the reply is as follows®: Firstly, there is 
no rule whatsoever that an all-pervading (vibhu) object can have 


1 V.R.M., pp. 55-56. 2 Op. ctt., p. 83. 
3 Op. cit., p. 63. * Samhati-rüpa. 
5 V.R.M., p. 63. For a full criticism of the vivarta doctrine, see below. 

9 V.R.M., pp. 03.04. 
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no transformation; e.g. the ether, which is all-pervading, is declared 
by Scripture itself to be transformed into air.! 

Secondly, even what is devoid of parts (niravayava) can have 
transformations, provided it is possessed of such a power of having 
transformations; e.g. in the case of the transformation of milk into 
curd, it is not the milk really, but the milk-atoms, which are devoid 
of parts (niravayava), that undergo transformation. The fact is 
that it is the power (Sakti) inherent in a thing which determines whether 
a particular thing can be transformed into something else or not, and 
not the fact of its having parts or not. Hence, water though possessed 
of parts (sávayava) is never transformed into curd, because it lacks 
the power of being so transformed, while the milk-atoms, though 
devoid of parts (niravayava), are transformed into curd, because 
they possess the power of being so transformed. 

Thus, the two reasons cited in the above argument, viz. all- 
pervasiveness and not having parts, are both logically fallacious; 
and finally, the parallel instance cited, too, viz. the ether, is not 
correct, because as shown above, the ether can have transformation. 
Hence, the above argument that Brahman can have no transformation, 
because He is all-pervading and without parts, is not a valid one. 
On the contrary, we may argue as follows :— 


Brahman is capable of having transformation, because He is 
all-pervading, like the ether. 


Thirdly, it may be objected that either the entire Brahman must 
be transformed into the world, or Brahman must have parts, both 
of which are impossible. Purusottama refutes this objection just 
like Nimbarka.? 

Thus, we conclude that the world is a transformation of Brahman 
who is its one identical material and efficient cause. 

The Lord is the material cause of the Universe in the sense that 
creation means the manifestation of His subtle powers of the sentient 
and the non-sentient into gross effects. That is, during dissolution 
the entire Universe of the sentient and the non-sentient merges in 
the Lord and exists in Him in a subtle state as His natural powers. 
Then, in the beginning of a new creation, the Lord manifests these 
powers of the sentient and the non-sentient, developing them into 


1 Tait., 2.1.1. 
2 V.R.M., pp. 64-65. See above under Nimbürka. 
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grosser effects and producing, thereby, the Universe of names and 
forms.! 

And the Lord is the efficient cause of the Universe in the sense 
that He unites individual souls with their respective karmas, their 
results, and the instruments for experiencing them, i.e., it regulates 
the destiny of individuals in accordance with strict justice. During 
dissolution, the beginningless impressions of past karmas ? get dimmed 
and confused, and at the time of & new creation, the Lord revives 
these impressions in particular individuals, thereby making each 
individual undergo the fruits of his past acts.3 


(ii) His forms (vyüha) and manifestations (avatara). 


Like Nimbarka, Purusottama holds that the Lord is possessed 
of an external and celestial body, the abode of all beauty, grace and 
auspiciousness.$ This body is made of the luminous stuff, aprakrti.5 

The Lord has different forms and manifests Himself in different 
incarnations.$ 

A vyüha is a form which the Lord assumes for tho sake of creation, 
preserving and destroying the Universe, as well as for the sake of 
being worshipped. There are four kinds of vyühas, viz. Vasudeva, 
Samkarsana, Pradyumna and Aniruddha.? Further, there are twelve 
vyühas, like KeSava and the rest who, as the mantra devatàs of the 
ceremony of putting the white perpendicular line on the forehead 
(ürdhvapündra), are to be worshipped as such where enjoined.? 

An incarnation is the form which the Lord assumes for the sake 
of establishing religion and destroying sin,® as well as for fulfilling 


1 V.R.M., p. 65. 2 Anáüdi-kermea-samskáras. 

3 V.R.M., p. 63. Cf. V.K., 1.1.2, p. 13, K.S.S. for an exactly similar 
definition of the upadéntva and nimittatva of the Lord. See Trans., vol. I. 

4 V.R.M., pp. 39-40. 5 See below. 

$ Hence the Lord is called Anantamürti, V.R.M., p. 47. 

? According to Samkara, Vasudeva denotes the highest self, Samkargana 
the individual soul, Pradyumna the mind, and Aniruddha the principle of egoity. 
Of these four, Vasudeva constitutes the ultimate causal essence, the three 
others are the effects. Vide S.B., 2.2.42. 

According to Rámànuja, Vasudeva is the highest self, while Samkarsana 
&nd the rest are beings ruling over the individual souls, the mind and the principle 
of egoity respectively. Vide Srt. B., 2.2.42. 

8 V.R.M., pp. 47-48. See also under "Ritualistic Doctrine of the School 
of Nimbarka’’ below. 

9 Vide Gita, 4.8. 
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the desire of His devotees. There are three kinds of incarnation: 
viz. gunàvatüra, purusàvatára and lilàvatára. Gunavataras are the 
creator, etc. of the Universe through regulating the gunas (viz. 
sattva, rajas and tamas) of prakrti. Thus the Lord creates the 
world through Brahma, Kala, Daksa and others; maintains it 
through Kàla, Manu and others; and destroys it through Rudra, 
Kala and others.! 

The purusivataras are of three kinds, in accordance with the 
difference of limiting adjuncts, viz. first, the Person, lying on the 
Karanarnava (Karnarnavaéayin), the controller of prakrti from which 
arises the mahat; second, the Person lying on the Garbhoda (Garbhoda- 
Sayin), the inner controller of the aggregate (samasti); third, the 
Person lying on the Ksiroda CARTOS] the inner controller of 
individuals (vyasti). 

The lilávatàras are of two kinds, viz. àveS$avatàras and svarüpà- 
vatàras. The former, again, are of two kinds—svaméáa-àve$a and 
Sakty-améáa-àve$a. A svaméavesavatara is a part of the Lord Himself 
directly embodied in a material form with, however, no distinguishing 
individuality between him and the Lord, as Naranārāyaņa; while 
a Sakty-améaveSavatira is but a part of the power of the Lord, 
embodied as an individual soul and distinguished from Him as such, 
and carrying out His mission. There are, again, two kinds of Sakty- 
améavesavataras in accordance with greater or lesser degree of the 
power manifested, viz. vibhava and prabhava, Rsabha, Kapila, the 
four Kumaras, Navada, Vyasa, etc. belonging to the first class, 
Dhanvantari, Parasurama, etc. to the second. 

The svaripavataras are of the form of existence, consciousness 
and bliss? like the Lord Himself, since they are the manifestations 
of the Lord's own essential nature or svarüpa. They are non-different 
from the Lord in nature, quality and power, just as one lamp is from 
another. There are two kinds of svarüp&àvatüras, viz. améa-rupa 
and pürna-rüpa. The former, though full manifestations of the 
Lord, manifest few qualities and powers such as the fish, the tortoise, | 
the boar, the dwarf and the swan incarnations, etc. The latter fully 
manifest all the qualities and powers such as Nrsimha, Rama, Krgna 
and the rest.? 


1 V.R.M., p. 48. 
2 Sac-cid-ánanda-rüpa. 
3 V.R.M., pp. 47-49. 
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The following is a chart of the various kinds of avatàras:— 


Avataéras 
Gunavataéra Purusavatara Lilávatára 
EU atin "PPM ee 
Srastr Raksitr Samhartr  Kāraņārņava- Garbhoda- Ksiroda- 
(Brahmá, (Manu, (Rudra, éayin sayin sayin 
Daksa, etc.) etc.) 
eto.) eee aed ae arias EM 
| | 
Aveéa Svarüpa 
ONES MR | 
| | | 
Svaméa Sakty-améa - Pürna Améa 
(Naranáráyana, (Ráma, (Fish. 
eto.) Kysna, Boar. 
eto.) etc.) 
| | 
Prabhava Vibhava 
(Dhanvantari, (Kapila, Narada, 
eto.) etc.) 


But although the Lord manifests Himself in all these various 
vyühas and avatàras, yet the Lord's own nature and powers remain 
untransformed and undiminished. The Lord remains ever Full, 
over One, in spite of appearing as many.! 


(iii) Criticism of rival theories regarding Brahman. 
(a) Criticism of Nirguna-vàda and Nirvidega-vàda. 

If Brahman be devoid of all attributes (gunas) and specifications 
(vi$esas), He will be outside all pramànas or sources of knowledge,? 
and as such be unreal (or tuccha) like the sky-flower, which also is 
outside all sources of knowledge. Thus, the attributeless Brahman is 
not, evidently, an object of perception, since He is beyond the sense- 
organs; nor is He an object of inference, since He is without any mark 
(linga) 3; nor is He an object of Scripture even, for what is devoid 


1 V.R.M., p. 47. 2 See Epistemology below. 
3 That is, in the inference— 
All men are mortal. 
John is à man. 
John is mortal, 
John possesses the mark of humanity (the middle term), shered by infinite 
number of other beings—which alone makes the inference possible, But in 


the case of Brahman, this is not possible, because Brahman does not possess 
any marks, 
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of attributes cannot be expressed by words. Thus, tho attributeless 
and non-specific Brahman cannot be an object of rüdhavrtti,! as He 
is devoid of class, attribute and action, nor an object of yogavrtti, as 
He can have no root-meaning, nor an object of lakganà, as He is devoid 
of any connection with anything else, nor lastly, an object of gauna- 
vrtti, as He is devoid of qualities. Such a Brahman, therefore, 
incapable of being established by any proof, is but a myth, and not a 
reality. The real Brahman is essentially possessed of attributes, as 
shown above.? 


(b) Criticism of Aprameyatva-vada. 


Brahman is by no means aprameya or unknowable and outside 
all the pramànas, for in that case He would be tuccha or unreal like 
the sky-flower—as pointed out above. Texts like “He is known 
by one who does not know Him, but he who knows Him does not 
know Him. He is not known to the knower and known to the non- 
knower" (Kena 11), “From Him speech turns back with the mind, 
not getting Him" (Tait., 2.4.1), etc. do not prove that Brahman is 
never an object of knowledge, but they only deny any possible limit 
to the Lord. Thus, the first text means that those really wise men 
who never know Him in His real nature, i.o. absolutely unlimited, 
while those who, in pride of their little knowledge, know Him as 
limited, fail to know Him. The fact is that the nature and qualities 
of the Lord being infinite, are really outside the sphere of ordinary 
logical thinking, and the wise recognise this fact instead of thinking 
that they have grasped the Lord fully. But they know the Lord 
through intuition. Otherwise, how can we explain such texts: “‘Know- 
ing Him alone, one surpasses death" ? (Svet., 3.8) Hence, the con- 
clusion is that though Brahman surpasses ordinary comprehension, 
yet He is known through Scripture and direct intuition.? 


(B) The cit. 
{i) [ts nature, size, number and kind. 
The soul is essentially of the nature of knowledge (jfiàna-svarüpa), 


i.e. different from whatever is non-sentient, viz. the body, etc. "The 
cn ad view that the soul is nothing but the body, and the SIS iEn 


—— 


eal 


1 For the explaination of this and the following terms, see dader Epistemology 
below. 
3 V.R.M., PP: 60—03. 3 0p. cù., pp. 58-59. 
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view that the intelligence is not the very essence of the self, but only 
an adventitious quality of the self, generated through its connection 
with the internal organ—are both wrong.! 

The soul is not only knowledge, but a substratum of knowledge, 
i.e. a knower.? 

An objection may be raised here3: The soul cannot be both 
knowledge and knower, i.e. possess knowledge as its attribute, for 
here the substratum itself and what inheres in it, the possessor and the 
quality possessed—both being equally knowledge—are identical, just 
as one drop of water has no separate existence from water, but is 
identical with it. Hence the soul is not a knower, but pure knowledge, 
and only appears to be a knower.* 

The answer to this objection is as follows 5: In many cases, the 
substratum (dharmin) and the attribute (dharma) are very similar, 
but that does not mean that they are identical; e.g. a gem and its 
rays are equally luminous, yet they are different and stand in the 
relation of substratum and quality. Similarly, though the soul and 
its quality of knowledge are equally knowledge, yet on account of 
this very fact that one is the substratum and the other its quality, 
they belong to different categories (vijàtiya) and are hence distinct 
from each other. The fact is that there does exist a difference 
between a drop of water and water, for that drop of water, having a 
distinct form (sivayava), must be different from other drops of water. 
We can argue thus: A drop of water is distinct from water, because 
it has a form just like dust thrown into dust, or sesamum-grain in a 
heap of sesamum-grains. 

To say that the soul is a knower is to say that it is an ego—an 
“I”, for a knower always feels "I know”, “I see”, etc.9 

An objection may be raised here’: If the “I” were the very 
essence of the self, it would havo always accompanied it. But that 
is not the case, for in the states of deep sleep, salvation, etc. the "I" 
no longer exists. Hence the “I” is simply an effect of prakrti, i.e. 
non-sentient. 

To this, we reply 8: Even in deep sleep the “I” persists, as is 
proved from such memory as “So long I slept happily and did not 
know anything", which shows that the “I” was present during the 
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1 V.R.M., pp. 3-4. 2 Op. cü., p. 4. 3 Op. cit. 
4 For criticism of this view, see below. 5 V.R.M., p. 5. 
$ Op. cit., p. 7. 7 Op. cit. 


8 Op. cit., pp. 7-8. Cf. Sri. B., 1.1.1. The arguments are exactly alike. 
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state of deep sleep as the substratum of knowledge (viz. “I do not 
know ") and the feeling of happiness (viz. “I am sleeping happily"). 
Even the memory — “So long I did not know even myself’’—does not 
prove the absence of the ''I" during the same state. For here the 
first “I” (aham) means the self as it is during that state of sugupti, 
ie. the soul, the knower, pure and devoid of all connection with 
matter, ie. the body, the sense-organs, etc., while the second "I" 
(màm) means the self as it is during the waking state, in union with 
matter, ie. the body, etc. Hence “So long I did not know even 
myself" means simply that the real, pure “I” persists in deep sleep, 
what is absent is the “I” as it is during the waking state. Otherwise, 
on rising from deep sleep, one would have felt to the effect: “So long 
I did not exist, but now I have come into existence”, etc.—but such 
is never the case. 

Hence, the “I” must persist even during states of deep sleep, 
swoon and the rest. During those states, of course, there is no definite 
well-defined consciousness, as during the waking state, for there are 
present no well-defined, special objects then. Nevertheless, such a 
vague and general consciousness during deep sleep, etc., too, requires 
a substratum, for consciousness implies one who is conscious, and this 
substratum is the’ “I’’—the real I. 

Moreover, there may be some room for doubt whether the “I” 
persists during the states of deep sleep, etc., but there can be no doubt 
that it persists in the state of release—for release is not the destruc- 
tion of the self, but its full development. 

The soul is, further, an active agent or a kartā, and continues 
to be so during its states of deep sleep and release. Of course, during 
the state of deep sleep its agency is not manifest as during its state 
of waking. This is due to the fact that the soul in bondage has to 
work through its sense-organs, i... during its state of bondage the 
kartrtva of the soul has to depend on the function of its sense-organs, 
and hence, since in the state of deep sleep the sense-organs function 
no more, the soul does not seem to be an agent at the time. During 
its state of waking, too, it is not always an agent, but only when its 
sense-organs function in relation to some or other particular object.! 

The soul is an enjoyer or bhoktü and continues to be so during 
deep sleep and release. During deep sleep, it enjoys happiness (as 


1 V.R.M., p. 11. For objection to the view that the jiva is essentially a 
kartā and refutation thereof, see below. 
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is evident from the memory: ‘‘So long I slept happily") and during 
release it enjoys supreme bliss arising out of its direct vision of 
Brahman.! 

The soul, though knowledge by nature, knower, doer and enjoyer,? 
equally like the Lord, is yet never equal to Him, but is essentially 
under His control. Although the sentient is different from and 
superior to the non-sentient, yet it, in common with the latter, is 
dependent on the Lord for its very nature, existence and activity. 
In one word, the soul is dependent, and not independent like the 
Lord.? 

An objection may be raised hore *: If the souls be not responsible 
for their own acts, but the Lord, then seeing that He induces some to 
Meritorious acts, while others to evil ones, the Lord must be accused 
of partiality and cruelty. Purusottama refutes this objection just in 
the same way as Nimbàrka 5 does. 

It is not to be argued that since the freed soul has no karmas, it 
is not under the control of the Lord, for the essential nature of the 
soul is to be controlled, while the essential nature of Brahman is to 
control, and one can never change one’s essential nature. Hence 
the freed souls, too, are dependent on the Lord for its nature, existence 
and activity.” 

It is not to be supposed, further, that since it is the Lord alone 
who leads the souls to this or that course of action, there is no use of 
the study of Scripture, recommending different courses of action, 
for the study of Scripture is by no means useless, seeing that it arouses 
the soul to the consciousness of its real nature. The soul, engrossed 
in the world of matter, thinks itself to be an independent being, but 
Scripture reveals to it the great truth that far from being an indepen- 
dent being, its very nature and existence depend on the Lord. 

Because of having Brahman for its very essence (tad-àtmaka), the 
soul is dependent on Him. This may be proved from the following 
positive and negative arguments :— 
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1 V.R.M., p. 12. 

2 Of course, the Lord is not an enjoyer in the sense of experiencing the 
fruits of work, as the soul in bondage is; He is an enjoyer of celestial pleasures 
which He shares with the freed. 


3 V.R.M., p. 13. *& Op. cit., p. 13. 5 See above. 

6 V.R.M., p. 14: " Niyantrtva-niyamyatvayos-tat tvam-padartha-svari- 
patvat”’. 

? Op. cit, 8 V.R.M., p. 14. Vide V.K., 1.1.7. 
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(Positive). Whatever has something else for its very essence, 
depends on that for its nature, existence and activity, like pots which 
have the clay for their essence. 

The jiva has Brahman for its essence. The jiva depends on 
Brahman for its nature, etc. m 

(Negative). Whatever has not something else for its essence, 
does not depend on that for its nature, ete., like the sky-flower. 

The soul has Brahman for its nature. The soul depends on 
Brahman for its nature, otc.! 

Thus, in nature, the soul is knowledge by nature, knower, doer, 
enjoyer and dependent. 

Next, the size of the soul. In size, it is atomic, although it is 
able to pervade the whole body and experience its pleasures, pains, 
etc. through its all-pervading attribute of knowledge.? 

An objection may be raised here 3: If the soul be atomic in size, 
it must be without form, without parts. But in that case, how can 
the Lord be said to be pervading it and abiding within it? For, to 
pervade is to pervade something definite with a form of its own, to 
abide within is to abide within something which occupies space. 

The answer to this objection is that,* even if the soul be atomic 
and without parts, still it can be pervaded by the Lord who pervades 
everything. The fact is that the relation of the controller and the 
controlled, the pervader and the pervaded does not depend upon the 
sivayavatva or niravayavatva of a thing, but on the power inhering 
in it. That is, if one thing possesses the power of pervading and 
controlling something else, it does so, whether that thing is with or 
without parts, or whether it itself is with or without parts. Con- 
versely, if a thing possesses the power, i.e. fitness to be pervaded, and 
controlled by something else, it is done so, irrespective of the fact 
whether it is with or without parts, or whether that which pervades 
is with or without parts. Hence, the Lord, possessing as He does, 
the power of pervading and controlling everything, pervades and con- 
trols the soul. 4 

Next, the number of souls. The souls are many,* while the Lord 
is one—herein lies one great difference between the soul and Brahman. 


1 V.R.M., pp. 14-16. 

3 Op. cit., pp. 16-16. For objection to this view and refutation thereof, 
see below. 

3 V.R.M., p. 17. * Op. cit. 

5 For the objection to this view and refutation thereof, see below. 
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The souls are, in fact, infinite in number, and hence it is that in spite 
of the fact that more and more souls are being freed from the world, 
the course of mundane existence still goes on, and will ever do so.! 

Finally, the kinds of souls. The souls are broadly of two kinds— 
souls in bondage (baddhas) and those that are free.” 

The souls in bondage are connected with various kinds of bodies, 
through the beginningless impressions of past works, and are possessed 
of a strong sense of egoity, i.e. falsely regard themselves to be inde- 
pendent of the Lord. They are of two kinds: mumukgus or those 
who, after having undergone all sorts of pains and miseries in the world, 
have lost all attachment for it, but wish to get rid of their earthly 
existence and attain salvation, and bubhuksus, or those who hanker 
after earthly enjoyment. 

Those desirous of salvation, again, are of two kinds, viz. those 
who desire for salvation which implies attaining the nature of the 
Lord, and those who desire for salvation which implies attaining their 
real nature.3 The bubhuksus also are of two kinds, viz. those who 
hanker after future happiness (i.c. perform sacrifices, etc. for attaining 
heaven) and those who hanker after ordinary earthly enjoyments 
only. 

The freed souls are of two kinds: nitya-muktas, or those who are 
ever-free, i.e. are never subject to the transmigratory existence and 
its miseries, are never in contact with matter, but ever abide in 
supreme bliss, intuiting and worshipping the Lord; and baddha- 
muktas or those who were in bondage previously, but are now freed. 
The nitya-muktas are, again, of two kinds: ànantaryya, viz. the 
crown, the ear-ornaments and the flute of the Lord considered as 
living beings; and pàrsada, viz. Garuda, Visvaksena, and the rest. 
The baddha-muktas, too, are of two kinds, viz. those who have 
attained supreme bliss consequent on their attaining the very nature 
of the Lord, and those who are content with the bliss consequent on 
their attaining their own real nature.5 
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1 V.R.M., p. 19. 

2 Op. cit., p. 22. 

8 Of course, salvation always implies the attainment of the nature and 
qualities of the Lord and the attainment of the real nature of the individual 
(see above). But some mumuksus desire more for the former, others the latter. 
Hence the distinction between the two classes of mumuksus. 

4 V.R.M,, p. 22. 

5 Op. cit., pp. 22-23. Vide footnote 3. 
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- The following is à chart of the different kinds of souls:— 
Jivas 


| | 
Baddha Mukta 
! | | 
| | | 
Mumuksu Bubhuksu Nitya-mukta Baddha-mukta 


NOE eee 
| | 
Anantaryya Pargada 


| | | 
Those who Those who Those who Those who de who wees who 


wish to wish to hanker after hanker after attain the attain 
attain the attain their future earthly nature of their real 
tes of real nature. enjoyment. enjoyment. the Lord. nature. 

e Lord. 


Thus the conclusion is:— 
In nature, the soul is knowledge by nature, knower, doer, enjoyer 
and dependent. 
In size, it is atomic. 
In number, it is endless. 
And it is broadly of two kinds with various sub-divisions. 


(ii) Criticism of rival theories regarding the jiva. 
(a) Criticism of Pratibimba-vada.} 

The doctrine that the soul is not really a knower, but it appears 
to be so through the reflection of consciousness on buddhi, is an 
absurd one, for a mere reflection cannot behave as if it is really pos- 
sessed of knowledge—a knower. The reflection of the sun, e.g. can 
never do what the real sun does, viz. remove darkness and cold. In 
the very same manner, if the knowing soul were a mere reflection, it 
could not have acted—as it evidently does—like a real knower. 
Further, here both the object reflocted (the bimba, viz. caitanya) 
and the limited adjunct (the upàdhi, viz. buddhi) are without form 
and colour, hence no reflection is possible, otherwise we have to admit 
that there may be reflection of taste on sound, or on time, of time on 
taste, etc. — which is evidently absurd. 

The very same argument applies equally to the doctrine that 
the soul is but a reflection of Brahman, for here, too, the object reflected 
(viz. Brahman) and the object on which it is reflected (viz. avidyà) 
are devoid of form and colour. 


d a: u—— M a —MÓ— a Á— An mame n p Ps "= 


1 V.R.M., . pp. 5-6. See below for further criticism under Keáavak&émiri- 
bhatta. 
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If it be argued that the ether, though without form and colour, 
is seen to have reflection over rivers, etc.—so why not here? We 
reply, the ether does possess a form and colour, sinco it is an inter- 
mixture of all the elements (cf. the process of Paficikarana). 


(b) Criticism of Avaccheda-vàda or Uqpàádhi-vàda.! 

According to this doctrine, Brahman, as limited by avidya or 
antahkarana (internal organ), is called the soul. Just as the ether 
within a pot (ghataàkáéa) is distinct from the universal ether (mahà- 
kāśa), but when the pot is broken, it is no longer distinct from the 
universal ether, so tho soul as limited by avidyà is distinct from Brah- 
man, but when free from avidya is no longer distinct from Him. 

But this view is absolutely untenable. Thus, whether the limited 
adjunct be avidyà or antahkarana, the question is: how does it 
exactly limit Brahman? Does it actually cut off Brahman into 
separate piece, as an axe cuts a log of wood, or does it limit one 
portion of Brahman (without actually cutting off that portion from 
Brahman)? The first alternative is not possible, because what is 
all-pervading and without parts cannot be actually cut off into pieces, 
and also because in that case, the soul would cease to be eternal and 
unborn, as Scripture declares it to be.? The second alternative, too, 
is equally untenable. Here the question arises whether the limiting 
adjunct is all-pervading or limited.- First, it cannot be all-pervading, 
for thon no going out, coming back, etc. of the soul would be possible.8 
Also, if the limiting adjunct, too, be all-pervading like Brahman, 
everything will be veiled, even Brahman, in His entirety. Secondly, 
it cannot be limited either, for in that case, although tho going out, 
etc. of the soul become possible, some other difficulties arise, viz. 
just as on the motion of the pot, no motion of the ether within it is 
possible, the ether being motionless, so, on the motion of the limiting 
adjunct, no motion’ is possible on the part of Brahman, the all. 
pervading, who is motionless liko ether. In that case, there will 
-~ 1 V.R.M., pp. 6-7. 

2 The senso is that if the soul be a part of Brahman cut off by avidyá, then 
it is something produced in course of time and not eternal, just as a particular 
piece of log is something which did not exist before as such, but is brought about 
by the cutting off the log by an axe. 

The Advaitins might reply that the eternal avidyà limits Brahman from 
all eternity, hence the eternity of the soul is not jeopardised. 

3 That is, the soul departs from the body at death, and returns to a new 


body. Now, if the upàdhi (viz. antahkarana) be all-pervading—this evidently 
is not possible. 
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arise sudden and causeless release and bondage and violation of the 
law of karman. So the doctrine that the soul is but Brahman, limited 
by limiting adjunct, does not stand to reason in any way.! 

Further, the doctrine that the soul, which is but Brahman, is 
not really an active agent, but the limiting adjunct (viz. antabkarana) 
of the soul is the real agent, is also absolutely untenable, for the 
limiting adjunct, being non-sentient, can never be an agent. If it 
be said that it is not the limiting adjunct by itself, but the soul in 
connection with limiting adjunct which is the agent, we point out 
that the soul (which, according to Advaitins, is not an agent) cannot 
become so simply through its union with the limiting adjunct, which 
also is not an agent, otherwise we have to admit that a hermaphrodite 
can produce children through associating with a woman—which is 
evidently absurd. Hence the fact is that just though the fire is the sub- 
strate of the natural power of burning, yet this power is manifested 
only in connection with fuel, etc., so though the soul is the substratum 
of natural power of being an agent, yet this power is manifested 
through the functioning of the sense-organs only. That is, just as 
there is nothing contradictory in the fact that the fire docs not burn 
always, though the power of burning is natural (sv&bhávika) to it, 
so exactly, there is nothing contradictory in the fact that the soul is 
not always active (e.g. in deep SIEP, etc.), though the power of being 
an agent is natural to it.? 


(c) Criticism of Sarva-gatatma-vada.® 

The doctrine that the soul is really all-pervading (being Brahman 
itself) but appears to be atomic through its connection with the 
limiting adjunct (viz. antahkarana), is equally absurd. If the soul 
be all-pervasive, the question arises whether there is a plurality of 
souls or one soul only. In the first place, there cannot be a plurality 
of souls, for in that case, whether the mind be all-pervasive or atomic 
in either case, the souls being all-pervasive, must be in eternal connec- 
tion with all objects, therefore with all minds, and hence everyone 
must be aware Òf the thought of everyone else. Hence there will be 

1 Cf. Sri. B., 1.1.4. 

3? V.R.M., pp. 11-12. For further criticism see below under Kesavakáémtri- 
bhatta. 

3 Op. cit., pp. 16-17. 

* That is, knowledge arises through the connection of the mind with the 
soul. Now, suppose there is a plurality of souls A, B, C, etc., all all-pervasive, 
and a plurality of minds A,, B,, C,, ete. A, being all-pervasive, must be simul. 
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no special perceptions to the effect "I", “You”, “He”, etc., all 
perceptions being universal and identical. And, if every soul were to 
know everything and every mind, it would become equal to Brahman 
who is omniscient. 

In the second place, to say that there is not a plurality of souls, 
but one soul only, does not obviate the above difficulty, for the one 
all-pervasive soul, being connected with all minds, must be omniscient. 
If not, i.e. if it be said that the soul, though in connection with all 
minds, feels the pleasures, pains, etc. of only one of them (viz. its 
own), we are inevitably led to the conclusion that the soul is non- 
sentient.! And if the soul be non-sentient, it cannot, evidently, be 
the knower and hence we have to say that the limiting adjunct of the 
soul (viz. antahkarana) must be the knower. Now, if the limiting 
adjunct be atomic, there can be no simultaneous experience of pain, 
etc. in different parts of the body (which, however, is an undeniable 
fact), for the limiting adjunct which is atomic cannot be simultaneously 
connected with different parts of the body. If, again, the limiting 
adjunct be of the size of the body,? the soul, limited by the upadhi, 
must also be so, which will go against the view of the Advaitins 
themselves. 


(d) Criticism of Eka-jiva-vàda.8 

The doctrine that there is only one soul does not stand to reason. 
If there were only one soul, when one sleeps, faints or dies, everyone 
else would have been found to be sleeping, fainting and dying simul- 
taneously—but this is never found. So this doctrine is absurd, and 
there is roally a plurality of souls. 


(C) The act. 
There are three kinds of acit, viz. prakrta or what is derived from 
prakrti; kala or time; and aprakrta or what is not derived from prakrti.* 


taneously connected with all the minds of A}, B,, C1, etc.; similarly, B, too, being 
all-pervasive, must be equally connected with all the minds A,, B,, C1, etc. simul- 
taneously, and so on; and hence the knowledge of A, B, C, etc. must all be 
identical. 

1 That is, a jada or non-sentient object is one which though in connection 
with something, does not feel it. Hence, if to avoid the conclusion that the soul 
is omniscient (which evidently it is not, seeing that it knows its own states and 
feelings only, &nd not those of others) it be said that the soul, though connected 
with all minds (which it must be, since it is alleged to be all-pervading), yet 
does not feel, i.e. know the states and feeling of all of them, the soul must be 
non-sentient or jada. 

2 Madhyama-parimana. 3 V.R.M., p. 19. * Op. oit., p. 28. 
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(i) The prakrta. 


Prakrta or primal matter is also called ‘““mayaé”, ‘‘pradhana”’, 
“tamas”, ‘‘avyakta’’, etc. It is the substratum of three gunas, viz. 
sattva, rajas and tamas. The sattva is the cause of knowledge, etc. 
As such it is the best means to salvation, and also because it, surpassing 
the rajas and the tamas, gives rise to self-control, etc. which lead to 
emancipation. The rajas is the cause of avarice and the rest. As 
such it is the cause of the soul’s deviation from the path of truth. 
The tamas is the cause of delusion, etc. As such it is the main cause 
of the veiling of its own nature, as well as that of others. Prakrti 
is a state of equilibrium of these three gunas.? Then, when through 
the wish of the Lord—who is all along guided by the beginningless 
karmas of the soul—this equilibrium of the gunas is disturbed, and 
they enter into a natural relation of subordination and co-ordination, 
prakrti begins to produce various effects. 

The successive stages in the process of creation is as follows:— 

The first product of prakrti is the mahat. Tho mahat is the cause 
of perseverance, and is of three kinds, viz. sáttvika, rajasika and 
támasika. From the mahat arises ahamkdra, which is the general 
cause of the sense of egoity in the body of individual souls. The 
ahamkàra, too, is of three kinds, viz. sittvika, etc., and is called then 
vaikarika, taijasa and bhütàdi respectively. From the vaikàrika 
ahamkàra arise the presiding deities of the sense-organs and also of 
the mind or the internal organ—which has four vrttis or mode, viz. 
manas, buddhi, citta and ahamkāra. The manas is the cause of 
thought (manana). It is the cause of bondage when it is connected 
with, i.e. engrossed in the ordinary worldly objects, such as sound 
and the rest, but is a cause of salvation when, discarding worldly 
objects, it devotes itself wholly to the thought of the Lord. There 
are two kinds of manas, viz. impure and pure; the former full of 
worldly desires, the latter devoid of them. The buddhi is the in- 
strument of discerning or understanding (bodhana). The ahamkàra 
is the cause of the sense of egoity in the body, etc., and citta is the 
cause of reflection (cintanam). The presiding deities of these four 
modes are respectively Candra, Brahma, Rudra and Ksetrajfia. 
According to one description, their presiding deities are the four 
vyühas, viz. Vasudeva, Samkarsana, Pradyumna and Aniruddha, 


1 V.R.M., pp. 23-37. 
3 Op. cü., pp. 24ff. Cf. the Sámkhya doctrine of creation. 
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respectively. But these two different descriptions do not come into 
conflict by any means, because Candra and the rest are responsible 
for their functioning, while the four vyüha deities are to be wor- 
shipped as their inner controller. The location of the manas is in the 
throat; of buddhi, the mouth; of ahamkàra, the heart; and of citta, 
the navel. 

From taijasa ahamkàra arise the ten external sense-organs. 
These are divided into two classes, viz. the organs of knowledge, 
which are the general causes of the perceptions of sound and the rest, 
and the organs of action, which are the general causes of actions like 
speech, etc. There are five organs of knowledge, viz. the ear which 
can hear sound only, the skin which can feel only, the eyes which can 
perceive colour, form, etc. only, the tongue which can taste only, 
and the nose which can smell only. The presiding deities of these 
five organs of knowledge are respectively Dik, Vayu, Aditya, Varuna, 
and Aévini, and their objects are sound, touch, colour, taste and smell. 
Similarly, there are five organs of action, viz. the organ of speech, 
which is the organ for uttering sound, and is situated in the throat; 
the hands which are the general instruments for taking, holding, etc. 
(in the case of elephants, etc., however, these functions are performed 
by the tip of the nose), the feet which are the general instruments 
for moving about (in the case of snakes, birds, etc., however, these 
functions are performed by the breast, the wings, etc., respectively), 
the organ of elimination and the organ of generation. The presiding 
deities of these five organs of sense are respectively Vahni, Indra, 
Upendra, Mrtyu and Prajapati, and their objects are speech, receiving, 
moving about, elimination and enjoyment. 

From the tamasa ahamkara or bhütàdi arise the five tan-mātras, 
viz. the sSabda-tan-matra and the rest, and the five great elements 
like the ether and the rest. The tan-màtras aro the subtle elements 
or essences which are called the elements or bhütas in their grosser 
forms. Thus from the tàmasa ahamkara or bhütàdi arise the sabda- 
tan-matra and from that the ether; from that tho sparsa-tan-matra 
and from that the air; from that the rüpa-tan-mátra and from that 
the fire; from that the rasa-tan-matra and from that water; from that 
the gandha-tan-matra and from that the earth. The qualities of the 
earth are five, viz. Sabda (sound), sparéa (touch), rüpa (colour). 
rasa (taste) and gandha (smell); those of water are four, viz. the first 
four; those of fire, three, viz. the first three; those of air, two, viz. 
the first two; and that of the ether, only one, viz. the first. 
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The pràna or the vital-breath is a special kind of air, which 
upholds the body.! It has five different modes, viz. prana or that 
which goes up through the nose, apana or that which goes down 
through the organ of elimination, vyàna or that which moves about 
everywhere throughout the body, udana or that which is the cause of 
eructation, and samàna or that which is the cause of digestion. 
According to some, there are five kinds of air, viz. Naga or that which 
is the cause of eructation, Kürma or that which is the cause of the 
opening of the eyes, Krkala or that which is the cause of appetite, 
Devadatta or that which is the cause of yawning, and Dhanafijaya 
or that which is the cause of nourishment. But these are really 
included under the five modes mentioned above, and are not inde- 
pendent ones. 

Thus, there are altogether twenty-four principles. Cf. the 
following chart :— 

(1) Prakrti 


(2) Mahat 
(3) Ahamkéra 


| 
Vaikarika Taijasa Bhutadi 
(s&ttvika) (rájasika) (tamasika) 


(4) Ps aaa 


| | | | 
Manas, Buddhi, Ahamkara, Citta 


(6)-(14) External Organs 
| | | 
Organs gE Knowledge Organs a Action 


the ear, eyes, eto. the organ of speech, etc. 


(15) Sabda-tan- mitra 
(16) Akasa 
(17) Sparsa-tan-matra 
(18) Vayu 

" (19) Rupa-tan-miatra 
(20) Tejas 
(21) Rasa-tan-mátra 
(22) Ap 
(23) Gandha-tan-matra 
(24) Prthivi 


Prakrti, mahat and the five gross elements are the constituting 
material of the gross body of the soul; while the five subtle elements, 


1 Vide Br. Sù., 2.4.9-12.  (N.B.). 
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and the mind, the ten sense-organs, and the vital-breath are the 
constituting material of its subtle body. "The body is controlled by the 
soul, and is the instrument of the soul's enjoyment; it is the substrate 
of the soul, and non-separate from it. There are two kinds of body, 
permanent and non-permanent. The Lord and the ever-free souls 
have permanent bodies. There are two kinds of non-permanent 
bodies, viz. those dué to karma and those not due to karmas. "Thus, 
the forms assumed by the Lord, viz. the forms of Viràj and the rest, 
as well as the forms assumed by the ever-free souls, are non-permanent, 
but not due to karmas. ^ And, the forms which are both non-permanent 
and due to karma are of various kinds, viz. the sthüvaras or the 
immovable, such as mountains, trees, etc., and the jangama or the 
movable, viz. gods, men, etc. These latter, again, are born from 
womb, or from eggs, eto. 

Thus, beginning from the mahat down to the body, everything 
is an effect of prakrti, and as such, non-different from it; for the cause 
and the effect are always non-different. Tho distinctions of names, 
forms, number, use, etc. are due to the distinctions of states only of 
prakrti.? 

The entire prakrti, together with its effects, constitutes the ob- 
ject of enjoyment, the implement of enjoyment and the place of 
enjoyment of the soul. Thus, the objects of enjoyment are testes, 
sounds, colours and the rest, as well as the objects having taste, 
sound, colour, etc., viz. food, etc. The implements of enjoyment are 
the body, the sense-organs, the mind, the buddhi, etc. The places 
of enjoyment are the fourteen worlds included within the Brahmanda. 
And the entire prakrti, together with its effects, constitutes the 
object of sport, the instrument of sport and the place of sport of the 
Lord. That is, while prakrti is an object of enjoyment to the soul, 
it is but an object of sport to the Lord.’ 

The first two, viz. the objects of enjoyment, sound and the rest, 
and the instruments of enjoyment, the body and the rest, have al- 
ready been explained above. Now, only the place of enjoyment, 
viz. the Brahmànda, remains to be explained. The Brahmànda 
is of the shape of a kapittha fruit, formed out of the great elements, 
through the process of Paficikarana,$ and contains fourteen worlds. 


1 See below under “‘ Aprakrta’’. 2 V.R.M., p. 31. 3 Op. cit. 
4 Op. cit., pp. 32ff. Here the author follows the description given in Visnu- 
purána, 2.4. 


6 See below. 
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It is thus a product of matter, and as such, negligible by one who 
desires for final release. 
The fourteen worlds are Bhir-loka and the rest, viz.:— 


1. Bhir-loka is this world, the abode of men and the rest. It is 
of the shape of a lotus and occupies a space of fifty koti! yojanas 2. 
It consists of seven islands, surrounded by seven oceans. The seven 
islands are Jambu, Plaksa, Salma, Kuéa, Kraufica, Saka and Puskara. 
And the seven oceans are Ksaérodakarnava or the ocean of salt-water; 
Iksurasérnava or the ocean of sugar-cane juice; Surarnava or the 
ocean of wine; Ghrtárnava or the ocean of clarified butter; Ksirar- 
nava or the ocean of milk; Madhura-jalàrnava or the ocean of fresh 
water. 

Each island is surrounded by an ocean as large as itself, which in 
its turn is surrounded by another island twice as large and consisting 
of seven varsas or lands, except the last, viz. Puskara, which consists 
of two only. Thus, the Jambu-dvipa occupies a space of laksa? 
yojana. In its centre there is a mountain called Meru, of the shape 
of a karnikà or the seed vessel of a lotus. It is surrounded by nine 
varsas or lands, viz. Bhárata and two others in the south, Ramyaka 
and two others in the north, BhadreSvara in the east, Ketu-mala in 
the west, and Ilavrta in the middle. This Jambu-dvipa is surrounded 
by the Ksárodakàrnava or the ocean of salt-water, as large as itself. 

That ocean is surrounded by the Plaksa-dvipa, twice as large 
and consisting of seven vargas or lands. This Plaksa-dvipa is sur- 
rounded by the Iksurasárnava or the ocean of sugar-cane juice, as 
largo as itself. And so on. 

2. Above the Bhür-loka there is the Bhuvar-loka or the space 
extending from the earth up to the orb of the sun, occupving a laksa 
yojana, and inhabited by perfected souls, sages and the rest. 

3. Above the Bhuvar-loka there are the orbs of the Candra 
(the moon), Naksatra (the constellation through which the moon 
passes), Budha (the planet Mercury), Sukra (the planet Venus), Bhauma 
(the planet Mars). Brhaspati (the planet Jupiter) and Saptarsi (the 
seven stars in the constellation of the Ursa Major), and above theso, 
there is the Dhruva-cakra (the Polar Star). The Svar-loka, the region 
of Indra, extends from the orb of the sun up to the Dhruva, i.e. it is 


LR 
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1 One koti — ten millions. 
2 A yojana = 4 krogas or about 9 miles. 
3 One laksa = one hundred thousand. 
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the space between the sun and the Polar Star, occupying fourteen 
laksa yojanas. 

4. Above the Svar-loka there is the Mahar-loka, occupying a 
koti yojanas, inhabited by Bhrgu and other saints. 

5. Above Mahar-loka there is the Jana-loka, twice as large, the 
abode of Brahman’s sons, Sanatkumara and the rest. 

6. Above the Jana-loka there is tho Tapo-loka, four times as 
large, the abode of deified vairigins. 

7. Above the Tapo-loka there is the Satya-loka or Brahma- 
loka, occupying twelve koti yojanas, the abode of Brahma. 

These are the seven worlds from the earth upwards. There are 
seven more worlds from the earth downwards. Thus: The Bhir- 
loka (with its seven islands and seven seas) is surrounded by the 
Káficana-bhümi, twice as large, and not inhabited by any animals; 
that, again, is surrounded by the Lokà-loka mountain; that, again, 
by the Andha-tamah (deep darkness); that, again, by the Garbho- 
daka (the ocean of the womb, i.e. the fluid in the mundane ogg, viz. 
Brahmanda); and that, again, by the Anda-kataha (the shell of the 
mundane egg, viz. the Brahmànda). Below that, there are seven 
worlds, one below the other and ten times as large, viz. Atala, Patala, 
Vitala, Sutala, Talatala, Rasátala and Maha-tala. 

In between these seven worlds, the Atala and the rest, there are 
twenty-one narakas or hells, viz. Raurava and the rest, the abode of 
sinners. Below that there is the Andha-tamas, below that the 
Garbhodaka, and below that the Anda-kataha. 

Such is the constitution of one Brahmanda. There is an infinite 
number of such Brahmandas floating like bubbles in the ocean of 
pradhána— which is of the essence of the Lord's power. Hence the 
Brahmaànda is endless. 

The process of Pajicikarana, referred to above, consists in the 
following !: The Lord, first, created the five great elements, earth, 
water, fire, air and ether. Then He divided each element into two 
parts. Of these two halves, He kept one half apart, und then divided 
the other half into four parts, mixed each of these parts with oach of 
the other four elements, taking just as equal portion in return from each 
of these four elements and mixing them in return with the element 
with which He has begun. Thus earth, e.g. 4 earth -- 3 water+4 fire 
+4 air+} ether. Similar is the case with every other element. The 
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1 V.R.M., p. 36. 
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earth is called earth (and not any other element), because of the pre- 
ponderance in it of the element of earth. Similar is the case with 
every other element. 

So far is the process of creation. 

Next, the process of dissolution (pralaya-krama)!: The order 
of dissolution is that each effect is merged into its respective cause 
and not vice versa, i.e. the cause into its effect; for the effect can have 
no existence at all apart from its cause. Thus, the successive order 
of dissolution is as follows: the earth, through the gandha-tan- 
matra, merges in water; water through the rasa-tan-matra into fire; 
fire through the rüpa-tan-máàtra into the air; the air through the 
sparsa-tan-matra into the ether; the ether through the $abda-tan- 
mitra into Bhütàdi or the tàmasa ahamkara. The sense-organs on 
their parts merge into the rajasa ahamkàra, and the mind and its 
presiding deities in the vaikarika or the sattvika ahamkara. Then 
these three kinds of ahamkàra disappear into the mahat, and the 
mahat into prakrti, the prakrti into the Imperishable, the Imperishable 
into Darkness, and the Darkness into the supreme Lord. 

(ii) Kála.? 

The second kind of the acit is kala or time—which is different 
from the prakrta and the aprakrta. It is eternal, and all-pervasive, 
and persists even before creation and during dissolution. It is the 
cause of such conventional distinctions like the past, present and 
future, the simultaneous, the eternal, the quick,9 etc. It is, further, 
instrumental in the creation and destruction of the universe, which, 
evidently, involve time, and the specific instrument of such measure- 
ments like paramánu,* etc., up to paràrdha.5 Thus, time is the 
basic principle of the entire cosmic existence. But though the regu- 
lator and controller of everything, it, itself is entirely under the control 
of the Lord. Though time is indivisible and ever continuous and 
ever present in its own nature, yet it is non-permanent in the form of 

—— —— 

1 V.R.M., p. 37. 

2 Op. ctt., pp. 37-38. 

3 That is, in practical life, we constantly use such expressions like “This 
is", “That will be”, “These are simultaneous’’, ** That is eternal", etc., and 
all these expressions involve time. 

* A peramánu is the time taken by the sun to traverse an atomic sphere. 


All these measures are evidently based on time alone. 
5 Vide V.K., 1.1.1., p. 19, K.8.8. 
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its effects which are due to the limiting adjunct being the sun’s revolu- 
tion.! 


(iii) The aprákrta.? 


Aprakrta is a kind of the non-sentient different from prakrti 
and kala. It is termed variously as nitya-vibhüti, paramátma-loka, 
parama-vyoma, visnu-pada, parama-pada, etc. It is illuminous or 
refulgent by nature, i.e. does not veil itself or anything else, absolutely 
unlimited and eternal. It is called ''bliss"', because it manifests bliss. 
It is the stuff of the Lord's nitya-vibhüti or celestial manifestation, 
e.g. the manifestation of the vi$varüpa by the Lord Krsna to Arjuna.3 
It is also the stuff of the region and forms of the Lord and of the ever- 
free souls. It constitutes, in short, the objects of enjoyment such as 
the forms (vigraha), etc., the implements of enjoyment—such as 
ornaments, weapons, carriages, seats, flower, leaves, fruits, etc.— 
and the places of enjoyment—such as gateways, courtyards, ramparts, 
crystal palaces, forests, glens, lakes, etc.—of the Lord and the over- 
free souls, just as prakrti (as shown above) * constitute the objects, 
implements and places of enjoyment of the souls. 

The body of the Lord and the bodies of the ever-free souls are due 
to the Lord's own eternal wish, and are, as such, eternal and natural. 
The freed souls, too, when they are released from their earthly bodies, 
i.e. from all connection with prakrti, are endowed with such eternal 
and celestial bodies, which are subject to no change or decay. Just 
as during a festival, the king gives clothes, ornaments, etc. to his 
servants. So when the freed souls are freed from matter, the Lord 
endows them with eternal bodies as instruments of His own service.5 

The body of the Lord, like His own nature, is the substratum of 
infinite auspicious qualities, such as beauty, grace, sweetness and the 


1 That is, time as & whole is eternal, while particular portions of time are 
non-eternal, e.g. à minute passes away, so does a day, or a month or a year. 
And these particular portions are not real divisions of time—which is really 
indivisible—but only divisions to the limiting adjunct in the sense that time 
is divided by ws for practical convenience only, in accordance with the revolution 
of the sun. Thus, the sun's revolution on its own axis once constitutes a day. 
for us, ite revolution round the sun once constitutes a year for us, and so on. 

? V.R.M., pp. 39-40. Vide V.K., 1.1.1, p. 10, K.S.8. 

3 'That is, just as the soul enjoys its body, so the Lord, too, enjoys His. 

* See above, p. 91. 

5 That is, the muktas worship and serve the Lord through their celestial 
bodies. 


To a a ema mma. es m À— (9 e 


96 DOOTRINES OF NIMBÁBKA AND HIS FOLLOWERS 


rest—every one of them immeasurable and infinite. But though the 
Lord possesses a body, He is not in need of the sense-organs for seeing, 
etc.—as He can do so without the help of sense-organs. Similar is 
the cáse with the freed souls, too, who are similar to the Lord. And, 
they are all beyond influence of timo. 


(iv) Criticism of rival theories regarding the jagot. 
(a) Criticism of Vivarta-váda 


The doctrine that the world is simply a vivarta (illusory, and not 
real, transformation) of Brahman is absolutely untenable. The Lord 
is, undoubtedly, one and without a second, but that does not imply 
by any means the falsity of any and everything besides the Lord. 
It implies that the Lord is without an equal or a superior. How can 
the world be falsely superimposed upon Brahman, seeing that there 
can be no superiniposition of what is unreal? The rule is that a thing 
existing in one place is superimposed upon another, but a sky-flower 
is never superimposed on anything. 

If it be said that the only requisite for making the superimposition 
of one thing upon another possible is that the thing superimposed 
must be perceived and not necessarily that it must be real, we reply, 
that the very perception of what is asat is not possible. 

If it be said that just as there is the perception of a snake in place 
of a rope, so the perception of the world, too, is a false perception, 
due to dogas (avidyà, etc.) and not a real perception, wo reply, the 
unreal world can never be tho cause of the perception of the world, its 
effect. The fact is that an unreal object can never be the cause of any- 
thing, for the cause must be possessed of certain powers of producing 
the particular effect. The unreal snake is not the cause of fear, 
trembling, etc., but the real knowledge of the snake. And the unreal 
snake is not also the cause of this knowledge of the snake, but the real 
dosas—such as distance, absence of proper light, defective eyesight, 
etc., are the cause of that knowledge. Similarly, the knowledge of 
past rain is not produced by the non-existing rain, but by the existing 
effects of the rain, such as muddy road, wet grass, etc., and the know- 
ledge of future rain, too, is produced by the real science of Astronomy. 
So, nowhere the asat is & cause. Hence the superimposition of the 
asat being impossible, the vivarta theory is absolutely untenable. 


——— TRETEN E a ee eS S CR eS NER 
1 V.R.M., pp. 65-69. 
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If it be said! that the following process of inference proves the 
falsity of the world, viz. the world is false, because it is perceivable, 
like the nacre-silver, we reply that in that case, Brahman, too, being 
perceivable (by the knowers), must be false, on the ground of the 
inference: Brahman is false, because He is perceivable, like the world. 
That Brahman is perceivable by knowers is proved from many scrip- 
tural passages.? 

The famous passage ''Vàc&árambhana-vikàra"'( Chànd., 6.1.5) by 
no means proves the vivarta theory. The use of the term ''vikàra" 
(transformation) leaves no room for doubt that the effects are real 
transformations of the cause, otherwise the term “bhranti’’ (error) 
would have been used. Moreover, the vivarta illustrations, viz. 
snake-rope, etc., do not fit in with the above text which professedly 
teaches the doctrine that through the knowledge of one (viz. the 
cause) there is the knowledge of all (viz. its effects). Now, this fits 
in very well with the Parinama doctrine, e.g. through the knowledge 
of clay, there is the knowledge of all the effects of clay; but how can 
it be said that through the knowledge of rope, there is knowledge of 
snake ? 3 


Hence the vivarta-vàda is supported by neither reason, nor 
Scripture. 


(v) Epistemology. 


There are three sources of valid knowledge (pramàna), viz. 
perception (pratyaksa), inference (anumàna) and authority (Sabda). 
Perception is the knowledge arising from the connection of sense- 
organs with objects, e.g. ''I see my teacher," etc.; inference is the 
knowledge arising from the knowledge of vyapti, e.g. the mountain 
is on fire, because it smokes, and whether smoke is on fire, as the 
oven; and authority is the word or testimony of the wise (àpta-vàkya). 
A wise person is one who is free from the four causes of error, viz. 
weakness of intellect, etc., and speaks the truth. 

There are three kinds of the wise—the wisest (Aptatama) is 
the Veda, and the Vedic texts are the most authoritative. A little 
less wise are the Smrtis, like the Manu Smrti and the rest, and the 
Smrti texts are a little less authoritative, while the commentators 


1 V.R.M., pp. 68-69. 

3 Vide, e.g., Brh., 2.4.5, etc. 3 V.R.M., p. 67. 
4 See for further criticiams under Keéavakü&mlribhatta. 
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and expounders of Sruti and Smrti are one degree less wise, since they 
have to depend on both Sruti and Smrti and their words are one degree 
less authoritative. 

Now, among these three sources of knowledge, perception and 
inference are liable to error, e.g. on seeing a magic head, one may 
take it to be a real head, or again, simply on seeing smoke issuing 
from a hill, one may infer that the hill is on fire, although the fire may 
have been long before extinguished by rain. But $&bda is more 
authoritative and trustworthy than these two. 

Upamana and the rest are not to be taken as independent pra- 
mànas, since they really fall under one or other of the above three. 

There are two kinds of $abda-vrttis, viz. mukhya and gauna.? 
The former is of the form of éakti or the inherent power of a word 
to express its meaning. It is of three kinds, viz. rüdhi, yoga and yoga- 
rüdhi. The first implies the samudaya Sakti of a word, as Hari, Narada, 
etc. It, again, is of two kinds, viz. paryyàya (synonyms or having 
one sense), e.g. hasta (hand), etc., and anekártha (having many senses), 
e.g. hari (which means a variety of things like horse, lion, the sun, etc.). . 
The second'implies the avayava Sakti of a word, e.g. Màdhava, 
Ramakanta, etc. The third is a combination of the first two, e.g. 
soma, pankaja, etc. 

The second kind of Sabda-vrtti also is of two kinds, viz. laksana 
and gauni. The first implies something connected with the actual 
object (Sakya) implied by the word (and not the actual object itself), 
It is of three kinds, viz. jahat, e.g. “‘The village situated on the 
Ganges’’, does not mean that the village is situated on the river 
Ganges, but that it is situated on the coast of the Ganges (which is 
connected with the Ganges); ajahat, e.g. “Protect the curd from 
crows’’ does not mean that the curd is to be protected from crows 
alone, but that other pests as well, as dogs, etc., and jahadajahat, 
e.g. "Thou art that’’—here the peculiar attributes of the soul and 
Brahman are overlooked, while both are regarded in their common 
features alone. 

The second implies connection with the qualities of the actual 
object (and not the actual object itself) implied by the word, e.g. 
“Devadatta is a lion". Here, evidently, it is not meant that Deva- 


1 Vide the Advaita view which regards these as independent pramànas. 
Cf. Vedinta-paribhasa, chs. 1—6. 

2 Vide Vedanta-paribhasa, ch. 4. 
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datta is actually a lion, but simply that he possesses some qualities 


of the lion—great strength, fearlessness, etc. 
This is a chart of the sources of knowledge acknowledged by 


Purusottama :— 


i 
Be dm. à 2i 
Pratyaksa Anuméana Sabda 
ae vo eR 
Áptatama Aptatara Apta 
(Veda) (Smrti, etc.) (Brahma-sütras, eto.) 


Rode vr 


| | 
Mukhya Gauna 
Er leer | 
| | | | 
Rüdhi Yoga Yoga-rudhi Laksané Gauni 
| i | 
| | | .] l. 
Paryáya Anekartha Jahat Ajehat Jahadajehat 


Section 2. Reconciliation of Abheda and Bheda Vakyas. 
(i) Relation between Brahman, the cit and the acit. 


On the one hand, the cit and the acit are non-different from 
Brahman, on the following three grounds:— 

(a) because they have Brahman for their essence (Brahmát- 
maka), and whatever has something else for its essence is 
non-different from it, as e.g. a gold ear-ring from gold; 

(b) because they have their existence and activity under the 
control of Brahman (tad-àyatta-sthiti-pravrtti) and 
whatever is under the control of something else for its 
existence and activity is non-different from it, e.g. the 
sense-organs are non-different from the pràna; 

(c) because they are pervaded by Brahman (tad-vyapya), and 
whatever is pervaded by something is non-different 
from it.! 

On the other hand, the cit and the acit are different from Brahman, 
for there is an essential difference between the nature of these three: 
Brahman is the controller (niyantr), the cit the enjoyer (bhoktr) and 
the acit the enjoyed (bhogya).? 


1 V.R.M., pp. 88-89. 2 Op. cit., p. 85. 
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Hence the truth of things is a natural difference-non-difference 
(svi bhavika-bhedabheda). 

In this way alone can the bheda and abheda texts be reconciled. 
There are two kinds of existence, sva-tantra (or independent), para- 
tantra (or dependent). An independent being has his own existence 
and activity under his own control—the Supreme Brahman alone is 
such an independent Being. A dependent being has his existence and 
activity under the control of someone else, the soul and the pradhàna 
are such dependent beings. The soul is kütastha and nitya, i.e. 
unchangeable and eternal, the pradhàna is parinàmi and nitya, i.e. 
changeable, yet eternal. Now, the abheda-texts, designating abheda 
and denying bheda, refer to the sva-tantra-sattvà, the Lord. The 
Lord is self-subsistent and needs nothing besides Himself—hence 
there can be nothing outside Him, nothing other than Him—and it 
is in this sense alone that there is Unity—the One, without a second, 
and no plurality outside, and independent of Him. Hence if we look 
from the point of view of Brahman, there is abheda. The bheda- 
texts, affirming bheda between Brahman and the universe, refer to 
the para-tantra-sattva, the cit and the acit. The sentient and the 
non-sentient are not self-subsisting, but point beyond themselves to 
something else. Hefice if we look from the point of view of the universe 

there is bheda,—i.e. at least two realities—the universe, the dependent, 
and Brahman, the substratum. Thus, bheda and abheda are equally 
true—only due to different view-points.! 


(ii) Interpretation of the text “ Tattvamasi " 


In the light of the above discussion alone, can the great text 
“Tat tvam asi" (Chand. 6.8.7, etc.) be properly interpreted. Here 
the term ''tat" refers to the Lord, 'tvam" to the soul, and ‘‘asi’’ 
the relation between them; and this relation is that the soul is non- 
different from the Lord, which non-difference is compatible with a 
difference between them.? 


Section 3. The Sddhanas. 
(i) The five sddhanas. 
There is a variety of s&ádhanas—viz. Karma, Jfiana, Bhakti, 
Prapatti and Gurv-ajfianuvrtti.3 


1 V.R.M., pp. 89-90. 2 Op. cit., p. 91. 3 Op. cü., p. 94. 
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l. Karma-yoga. There are three kinds of karmas—viz.: 
Nitya, Naimittika and Kāmya. The nitya karmas are those which 
are to be performed always, such as, evening-prayer, ablution, mutter- 
ing of sacred formulae, etc. Of these, the performance of sacrifices, 
the practice of charity, and Vedic study are obligatory to the upper 
three classes, while conducting and assisting sacrifices, receiving gifts 
and teaching the Vedas are special duties of the Briahmanas alone. 
Thus, the Brahmanas have six obligatory duties,? while the Ksatriyas 
and the Vaiáyas only three. And, sense-control, visiting holy places, 
fasting, fruit-diet, distribution of food, etc. are obligatory to everyone 
equally. As to the different results achieved through these duties 
performed in different spirits, Pursottama holds the same view as 
Nimbarka.3 

The naimittika karmas are those which are to be performed on 
special occasions only such as the ceremony in honour of the dead.4 

The kamya-karmas are those which are undertaken with worldly 
ends in view, e.g. the performance of sacrifices with a view to attaining 
heaven, etc. Such karmas lead one to endless births and rebirths, and 
are, hence, to be avoided by one who desires for final release. But the 
other two classes of karmas—viz. the nitya and the naimittika, are 
to be performed by those as entitled in accordance with their respective 
castes and stages of life. The upper three classes are to perform those 
which are enjoined in the Vedas, while the Südras are to satiate gods 
and deceased persons by libations of water, distribution of food, 
etc.eas laid down in the Puranas. 

2. Jüàna-yoga. Jiiàna is a special kind of direct intuition 
(anubhava-visesa) regarding the nature, attributes, power and majesty, 
etc. of the Lord. It is generated through the repeated and continuous 
practice of the sádhanas, éravana, etc. (hearing of Vedic texts, cto.) 
by one desirous of salvation, who, having his mind purified by the 
disinterested performance of the daily and occasional duties, as 
befitting his caste and stage of life, has come to be entitled to the study 
of Scripture.® 

Thus, having ascertained the fact that the Vedanta-texts are 
concerned with establishing the nature and attributes of the Lord, 
one desiring for salvation approaches a preceptor, and hears and learns 
the real meaning of the Vedanta-texts from him. This is Sravana. 


1 V.R.M., pp. 94-96. 3 Nitya-karmas. 3 See above. 
4 Sraddha. 5 Tarpana; anna-dàna. ê V.R.M., p. 97, 
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Next, wishing to realise and see for himself the truth of what he has 
heard, i.e. been taught by the preceptor, he reflects on it, discusses 
and tests it by means of ratiocinative argumentations, etc., in accord- 
ance with Scripture. This is manana. Finally, being himself con- 
vinced that what he has been taught is the true doctrine, and wishing 
to have a direct vision of the Lord,—the object of $ravana and manana, 
—he devotes himself to a continuous meditation on the Lord. This is 
nididhyasana.! 

3. Bhakti-yoga. Bhakti is a special kind of direct intuition 
(anubhiti-visega) consisting in an unceasing meditation on the Lord, 
continuous and uninterrupted like the flow of a river, increasing day 
by day so long as life lasts.2 

The Lord is to be worshipped by men of all castes alike, the only 
distinction being that the higher three classes are entitled to the 
meditations recommended in the Vedas, while the fourth class to the 
upasanas laid down in the Puranas only.? 

There are two kinds of bhakti, viz.: sàádhana-rüpikà and phala- 
rüpà. The sádhana-rüpikà bhakti is so called because it is generated 
through the continuous performance of sadhanas, i.e. through the 
accumulated mass of punyas or meritorious deeds, like penance 
charity, self-control, etc. 

Sádhana-rüpikà bhakti is, again, of two kinds—Vaidika and 
Paurànika. The former consists in practising the meditations laid 
down in the Upanisads—e.g. the Madhu-Vidy& * and the rest, and 
only the first three classes are entitled to them. The latter consists 
in worshipping the Lord as laid down in the Purdnas. Sadhana-ripika 
bhakti is so called also because it is conducive to phala-rüpà bhakti, 
considered below.® 

Phala-rüpà bhakti is that which is generated through the grace of 
the Lord Himself. A man who conscientiously performs his duties as 
best as he can, pleases the Lord, and gains thereby a true knowledge 
of his own self, and then, through the grace of the Lord, again, this 
knowledge of his self—by convincing him of the utter worthlessness 
of his own self and of the absolute greatness of the Lord, naturally 


LEM LEA 


1 V.R.M., p. 43. 

2 Op. cit., p. 97. Note that the author uses the term “bhakti” in the 
sense of "upüsan&" exactly after Ramanuja.. Contrast Nimbarka’s interpreta- 
tion of the word. 

8 Op. ct., p. 74. * Chand., 3.1 ff. 5 V.R.M., p. 127 
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called “‘pard bhakti”, ‘‘prema-laksana bhakti”, 'dhruvà smrti”, etc. 
It is a kind of mental mode continuous and lasting so long as the self 
does—regarding the nature and attributes of the Lord, just like the 
modes of sense-organs regarding particular objects, lasting so long as 
those objects do. It leads to a direct intuition of the Lord. The 
attainment of this kind of bhakti is facilitated by keeping company 
with the good and hence those who wish to attain it, must always 
seek the company of the good,—or those whose sole end of life is the 
realisation of the Lord and who have consequently given up all worldly 
pursuits, and who never act contrary to the Lord's command. 

4. Prapatti-yoga or Saranàgati. Prapatti is the complete 
entrusting of one’s own self to the infinitely merciful Lord through the 
means recommended by the good, when one is convinced of one's 
incapacity for resorting to other sádhanas like knowledge and the 
rest.2 It has six parts:— 

(a) The resolve to treat everyone with good-will and friendli- 
ness, being convinced of the great truth that everyone 
and evorything, down to a tuft of grass, is the body of 
the Lord and as such deserves respect. 

(b) Discarding what is contrary to the above solemn deter- 
mination, i.e. refraining from all violence, malice, backe 
biting, falsehood, etc. 

(c) Strong faith in the protection of the Lord. 

(d) Praying to the Lord for protection, being aware of the fact 
that the Lord, though all-merciful, does not release any 
one who does not pray to Him, but is, on the contrary 
averse to Him (otherwise there would have resulted 
universal release). 

(e) Discarding all false pride and sense of egoity, i.e. assuming 
an attitude of utter humility. 

(f) Complete éntrusting of one’s own self and whatever belongs to 
one’s self to the Lord, being convinced that such a 
complete resignation of the “I” and the “mine” to the 
Lord alone induce the mercy and grace of the Lord.® 


As to the qualifications of a person entitled to the prapatti-yoga, 
Purusottama holds the same view as Nimbarka.4 


1 V.R.M., p. 127. See under Nimbarka ‘ Sahakarins to the Südhanaa '. 

2 Op. cit., p. 97. Nimbarka simply mentions these factors but does not, 
as i8 natural with him, explain them. 

3 Op. cit., pp. 100—102. 4 Op. cit., p. 102. See under Nimbarka. 
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The object of prapatti, ie. He to whom a man is to surrender 
himself is the Lord Krsna alone, and not any other deity like Brahma, 
Siva and the rest, who are all subordinate to the Lord.! 

It is not to be apprehended that the soul, poor and puny as it is, 
can have no access to the Supreme Lord, the abode of infinite might 
and majesty, and worshipped by great deities like Brahma and the 
rest, for the Supreme Lord is not only all-powerful, but all-merciful 
as well and essentially devoted to His bhaktas.2 Hence although 
the Supreme Lord is not easily attainable even by great deities like 
Brahma and the rest, He is, nevertheless, easily attainable by those 
who have had recourse to Him.3 And no reason can be assigned 
why the Lord, in spite of His unsurpassed greatness, should stoop low 
to please His devotees, for the motives and doings of the Lord are 
beyond all explanation and are not to be judged by ordinary standards.* 

The peculiar efficacy or virtue of prapatti consists in the fol- 
lowing: Through the grace of the Lord all the sins of the devotee 
are washed off at once. He immediately attains the fruits of all 
meritorious deeds, as if he has practised every penance immediately, 
performed every sacrifice, visited every holy place and practised every 
charity. What others attain through one or other of the sádhanas, 
after a long period of continuous effort, he attains at once without 
any direct effort on his own part. He becomes entirely free from all 
fears and all embarrassment, and is ever protected by the Lord Him- 
self. Through the grace of the Lord he obtains the supreme sphere, 
whence there is no return. In this way, prapatti leads to salvation.5 

5. Gurüpasatti or Gurv-adjfidnuvrtti. As to the nature and 
adhikarins of this means, Purusottama holds the same view as 
Nimbàrka.9 

He points out that every one is not to be a preceptor or a disciple. 
Both must be endowed with certain qualities.’ 

He, who has resorted to & guru, has everything looked after by 
the guru, who helps him in all matters, relation to this world or to the 
next.9$ This wil be made clear from the following analogy of a 
mother and her child ? : 


1 V.R.M., pp. 102-103. ' 2 See above, under Purusottamücürya. 

3 V.R.M., pp. 113-116. * Op. cit., p. 115. 5 Op. cit., p. 117. 
* For details, see the account given by Sundarabhatte. 

7 VRM., pp. 121-122. For details, see Sundarabhatta’s account. 

8 V.R.M., p. 123. 9 Op. cit., p. 122. 


MEANS TO SALVATION: LORD'S GRACE 105 


(a) A child does not know what is good or what is bad for 
himself. (b) Hence he follows his mother in all respects and 
does what she tells, being convinced, whether by instinct or 
by knowledge, that whatever she does and orders is always 
for his own good. (c) His mother, on her side, protects him 
from all danger and (d) ensures safety, peace and happiness 
for him; alsó (e) she herself takes medicine, etc. for curing 
her (suckling) child's disease. 


In the very same manner, (a) one who desires salvation, finding 
himself incapable of following any of the sádhanas by his unaided 
effort, gives up thinking for himself of what is good and what is bad 
for him, but (b) resorts to a guru following him in all respects and 
obeying his commands. (c) The guru, in his turn, protects him and 
(d) leads him to salvation, and (e) does whatever is necessary for his 
emancipation. 

(ii) T'he theory of grace. 

It remains to consider the part played by grace of the Lord as a 
means to release. It is emphasized again and again that it is the 
grace of the Lord which is the ultimate and the most immediate cause 
of salvation in every case without distinction. Whatever path a 
man may follow—knowledge, meditation, or self-surrender, etc., 
in every case, he must somehow or other invoke the grace of the Lord, 
otherwise all his efforts will be in vain, all his time and energy wasted. 
Salvation means attaining one’s own real nature as well as attaining 
similarity with the Lord, and unless the Lord is pleased to free the soul 
from the fetters of beginningless karmas, thereby enabling it to realise 
its real nature fully and to have a direct vision of Himself, no amount 
of unaided effort on its own part, however great and earnest, will be of 
any avail in bringing about the desired end. 

The successive stages in the attainment of salvation (moksa- 
prapti-karma) are as follows!: A man who is looked at with favour 
by the Lord at the time of his birth becomes sáttvika from the very 
beginning,? i.e. has a tendency to a life of purity and knowledge. 
This inborn sáttvika tendency in him leads him to give up all worldly 
pursuits and hanker after mukti alone. This leads him to devote 


1 V.R.M., p. 133. 

3 It is said that if a man is looked at by Madhusüdana at the time of his 
birth, he becomes sáttvike, if by Brahma, rajasika, and if by Rudra, támasika. 
V.R.M., p. 133. 
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himself whole-heartedly to the sádhanas, which has the effect of pleas- 
ing the Lord, who manifests Himself before him, and thereby he 
becomes free. 

It is clear from the above that right from the very beginning, 
down to the very end, a man has to depend upon the Lord at every 
single step. It is the grace of the Lord which makes him desire for 
salvation! in the beginning, it is the grace of the Lord which makes 
him a successful pursuer of the means in the intervening period, and 
it is the grace of the Lord which makes him free in the end. Thus, 
the grace of the Lord is the most essential pre-requisite to salvation. . 

An objection may be raised here?: The grace of the Lord must 
be either limited or all-pervasive. But it cannot be limited, because 
then it must be dependent on some initiating cause (as the favour 
shown by a soul)? and not of much worth as such. Neither can it 
be all-pervasive, because then there will result universal emancipation 
and the scriptural injunctions regarding the sádhanas will become 
useless simply.* 

To this objection, we reply 5: The Lord's favour is undoubtedly ` 
all-pervading, yet it is manifested not to any and every one indis- 
criminately, but only to those who having approached a preceptor 
have had recourse to the sádhanas. A thing may be universal, yet 
its actual manifestations may depend on certain conditions, e.g. 
according to the Nyàya view the universal (sànànya) '"gotva" (cow- 
ness) is all-pervading (all universals are all-pervading according to 
this view), yet all things are not found to be pervaded by it (a pot, 
e.g. has no “gotva” in it, nor a horse), but only a certain species of 
animals having dew-lap, etc. (i.e. cows which alone possess '"gotva"). 
Again, according to the Advaita view, Brahman is all-pervading, yet 


1 Vide 8.B., 1.1.1, Mumuksutva is taken to be one of the four sádhanas 
which entitle one to Brahma-jijiiasa. 

3 V.R.M., p. 18. 

$ That is, a man favours his fellowmen sometimes, and sometimes not, 
such favour being dependent on some reason or other; e.g. he favours them 
whom he likes and not others, etc. Now, if the Lord's favour too be limited 
like the jiva’s favours, it too, like that of the jiva, must be dependent on and 
conditioned by alien and external factors, and cannot, therefore, like human 
favour amount to much. 

4 That is, if the Lord favours any and every one at all times, evidently 
the sádhanas, which are for this very purpose of invoking His favour, become 
useless. 

5 V.R.M., p. 18. 
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any and every one cannot perceive it, but only those who are fit for 
knowing it. Such is the case with the universal grace of the Lord. 

Another objection may be raised !: If it be said that the grace 
of the Lord, though all-pervading, depends on certain conditions— 
(viz. the sádhanas) the view that the Lord's grace is the chief cause 
of salvation can no longer be held. There will arise also the logical 
fallacy of mutual dependence: grace depends on the sádhanas, the 
latter on the former. 

To this we reply 2: The Lord is without an equal or a superior, 
thence the grace of the Lord does not really depend on any other 
condition besides Himself, but in order that He may not be accused 
of wantonness,—of partiality, cruelty, etc. in His bestowal of favour 
and also in order that Scripture, dealing with the sádhanas, may not 
be useless,—the Lord depends on those sádhanas apparently only in 
His bestowal of favours, and this dependence being but a mere 
semblance (and not a reality), in no way disproves His absolute 
independence. 


Section 4. Mokgsa.8 


Hore Purusottama brings forward no new points, except that he 
gives a detailed account of the obstacles which prevent the attain- 
ment of salvation—which have already been noticed above.4 The 
attainment moksa implies, thus, the performance of the sádhanas on 
the one hand, and the rejection of the virodhins on the other. 


IV. Devacarya. 
(1) LIFE AND DATE. 


Devacarya was twelfth after Nimbàrka. Of the previous teachers 
who flourished between Purusottama and Devacarya, we know 
nothing. Devacarya was supposed to be an incarnation of the lotus 
of Visnu (padmavatara) 5 and to have flourished in Tailanga in the 
Vaikrama Yuga-rudrendu 1112,9 i.e. 1112 Samvat or 1056-57 A.D. 
But this view is untenable, since it is clear from internal evidences that 
he could not have flourished prior at least to Ramanuja and Madhva, 


mud A ra— n Ó—s EE 


1 V.R.M., p. 21. ` 2 Op. cit. 

3 Op. cit., pp. 132ff. 

4 See under Nimbáürka : ‘ Virodhins to the Sadhanas ’. 

5 S.S., p. 2, Intro. to S.J., p. 2. 6 Intro. to S.J., p. 2. 
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i.e. not prior to the thirteenth century A.D., as he criticises the views 
of these latter philosophers.! 


(2) Works. 


Devacairya composed a commentary on the Brahma-sütras, styled 
"Siddhànta-jàhnavi". Unfortunately, the whole of this commentary 
has not yet been found, but it has been published only up to the first 
pada of the first chapter (sütras 1.1.1—1.1.31). 


(3) DoorRiNE. 


He accepts the usual doctrines of the sect—viz. the trinity of 
reals; Brahman, the cit and the acit, and a relation of svabhavika- 
bhedábheda between them. His arguments are in many places 
exactly similar to those of Purusottama, whom he often cites as 
authority.” 

(a) Brahman. 


Brahman is Purusottama, the husband of Rama (or Laksmi), | 
possessed of infinite auspicious qualities and free from material 
qualities. 

Brahman is the creator of the Universe, both its material and 
efficient causes. He alone can be the universal cause, (1) neither 
the soul, since in that case, the souls being infinite in number, there 
will be an infinite number of creators; (2) nor the four-faced Brahma 
or Hiranyagarbha, since he, not being eternal, but & created being, 
did not exist prior to creation; (3) nor Siva, since he too is a temporal 
being and not eternal; (4) nor time itself, since this view is set aside 
by Scripture as false; (5) nor accident (svabháva), since on this view 
an effect has no fixed cause, but arises somehow by itself and hence 
how can it be said that accident is the cause of the effect (viz. the 
world) without contradiction? Thus, this view leads to the horns 
of a dilemma: If the effect has a cause, it cannot be said that it is 
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1 Vide S.J., 1.41, pp. 43-44, No. 94. Here he criticises the Visistadvaita- 
vada of Ràmáünuje. And vide S.J., 1.1.1, pp. 36-37, 42, No. 94, where he 
criticises the Atyanta-bheda-vada of Madhva. Vide also S.S., p. 34, “Anye 
Madhvah prahuh’’. 

3 Vide e.g., S.J., 1.1.1, pp. 51, 56; 1.1.2, p. 121, etc. (No. 94). 

3 S.J., 1.1.1, pp. 27-28 (No. 94). Also vide 1.1.1, p. 54 (No. 94). 

4 S.J., 1.1.2, p. 121, No. 94. In defining the upaddnatva and the nimittatva 
of Brahman, the author quotes verbatim from V.R.M., p. 65. See above under 
Purusottama for explanation. 
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accidental, but if it has not a cause, it cannot be said that it has accident 
as its cause; (6) nor, finally, non-existence (abhàva), since non- 
existence can never give rise to existence, the sky-flower to scent.! 

Like Nimbarka, he points out that the Universe of souls and matter 
is a parinàma or actual transformation of Brahman—who in spite of 
being without parts and all-perveding can have transformation,? 
and in spite of having transformation remains Himself untransformed.3 

Brahman is satya or ever-true or eternal, jfiana or knowledge and 
ananta or infinite. It is the last characteristic which distinguishes 
Him from the non-sentient—which is eternal and devoid of knowledge 
and from the sentient—which is eternal.* 

Brahman is éàstra-yoni, i.e. can De known through Scripture 
alone, and not through any other source. Thus, He cannot be 
known through perception, since in spite of the fact that the all. 
pervading Brahman pervades the sense-organs, these latter fail to 
grasp and manifest Him, as the tongue fails to see colour, the fire-fly 
to manifest the sun. Secondly, Brahman cannot be known through 
inference also, since inference is not an independent source of know- 
ledge, but is based on perception.5 It cannot be said that the following 
inference establishes Brahman:— 


Whatever is an effect has a cause, like pots, etc., and whatever 
is not an effect has not a cause, like time, etc. The great 
elements like the earth and the rest are effects. "Therefore they 
have a cause (viz. Brahman),® 


since, by this process of inference we can arrive at best only at a 
particular kind of soul, like potters, etc. Further, the ether is not 
admitted to be an entity by the logicians and hence it cannot be an 
effect, and hence the reason cited here Whatever is an effect” does 
not apply to the case in hand. Thirdly, Brahman cannot be known 
through comparison or similarity (upamana), for there is nothing 
similar to Brahman on the analogy of which He can be known, 

1 §.J., 1.1.2, pp. 95-98, No. 94. 

2 Op. cit., 1.1.2, pp. 109-110, 116, No. 99. The author repeats the argu- 
ments given in V.R.M., pp. 63-64. See above. 

8 Op. cit., 1.1.2, p. 116, No. 99. This is a point accepted by all others, 
Nimbarka and the rest. See above. 

4 Op. cit., 1.1.2, p. 122, No. 99. 

5 That is, we infer that a hill is on fire, when we first see smoke issuing 
from it, etc. 

9 Cf. V.K., 1.1.3, pp. 25-26, K.S.8. 
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possessed as He is of omniscience, omnipotence, etc. If it be urged that 
not only similarity, but dissimilarity too is a source of knowledge, e.g. 
we say “The elephant is dissimilar to the camel”, etc.—and hence 
although there may be nothing similar to Brahman, yet we can know 
Him from His dissimilarity to the sentient and the non-sentient thus: 
“Brahman is one who is dissimilar to the sentient and the non- 
sentient’’—, then we reply: the knowledge of dissimilarity between 
objects is based on the knowledgo of the dissimilar objects themselves, 
e.g. we cannot know that an elephant is dissimilar to a camel, unless 
we first know what an elephant is, and a camelis. Similarly, we cannot 
know that Brahman is dissimilar to the sentient and the non-sentient, 
unless we first know what Brahman Himself is,—to do which we must 
first resort to Scripture. Fourthly, Brahman cannot be known through 
postulation (arthapatti), since it is but a mode of inference which has 
already been disposed of. Finally, Brahman cannot be known 
through non-perception (anupalabdhi), since it is included under 
perception, which has already been disposed of. Hence the conclusion 

is that Brahman can be known through Scripture alone. 


(b) The cit. 


Devacarya points out, exactly like other followers of the sect, 
that the soul is of the nature of knowledge, etc. He does not elucidate 
these points, but refers us back to Purusottama’s “ Vedànta-ratna- 
mafijiisa’”’.2 

(c) The acit. 

Like others, he holds that there are three kinds of the acit : prakrta, 

aprakrta and kàla,? and describes them exactly after Purusottama.4 


(d) Relation between Brahman, the cit and the acit. 


Devacarya criticises four different schools—viz. Aup&dhika- 
bhedábheda-vàda, Advaita-vada,9 Dvaita-vàda and Viéistadvaita- 
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1 S.J., 1.1.3, ppm 126ff., No. 99. 

2 Op. cit., 1.1.1, p. 56, No. 94. See above. 

3 Op. cit., 1.1.1, p. 77, No. 94. j 

4 Except that he does not speak of them in such great detail. Vide S.J., 
1.1.1, pp. 77-78, No. 94, for the prakrta; op. cit., p. 84, for the aprükrta; and 
op. cit., pp. 86-87, for kala. Vide supra. 

5 The point of distinction between the Aupàdhika-bhedábheda-váda and 
Pure Advaita-vada is not clear, for both seem to represent the identical doctrine. 
Of course, Devácárya himself does not use these terms, Aupüádhike-bhedábheda- 
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vada, and establishes the doctrine of Svābhāvika-bhedābheda- 
vàda.! 

1. According to the first doctrine, Brahman is by nature One,— 
a pure identity, while the differences are due to beginningless adjuncts, 
which cease on the rise of the knowledge of identity through texts 
like ** Thou art that”, etc. (Chànd., 6.8.7, etc.). But this view is 
untenable, for each of the following five possible alternatives leads 
to absurdities. Thus:— 


(a) It cannot be said that the soul is a portion of Brahman 
actually cut off from Him by the limiting adjunct, 
since first, Brahman cannot be cut off thus, and secondly, 
the soul becomes non-eternal on this view.? 

(b) It cannot be said that the soul is a part of Brahman (not 
actually cut off from Him but) connected with the 
atomic upadhi,3 since first, in that case all the faults 
of the upàüdhi will pertain to Brahman, and secondly, 
motion of Brahman being not possible on the motion 
of the upadhi, there will arise sudden bondage and release 
on the part of the souls.4 

(c) It cannot bo said that the soul is Brahman Himself, con- 
nected with the limiting adjunct,® for if Brahman 
becomes the soul in His own nature, there will remain 
no transcendent Brahman, unconnected with upàdhis. 

(d) It cannot be said that the soul, a conscious being and 
connected with upadhis, is different from and other 
than Brahman (who is a conscious being, but not con- 
nected: with upàdhis), for if a second reality besides 


vada, ete., but he evidently makes a distinction between the first view (called 
Aupadhika-bhedabheda.vada by Sundarabhatta in S.S., p. 30) and the second 
view (called Máyà-vüda in S.S., p. 30), while no distinction is discernible between 
them. Sundarabhatta (S.S., p. 30) makes Bhaskara the representative of the 
first view, but it does not represent the doctrine of Bhàskara, but rather the 
ordinary Advaita theory. 

1 S.J., pp. 30ff., No. 94. 

2 Cf. V.R.M.,—exactly similar. See above. 

3 "Anurüpopádhisamyukta-Brahma-pradeé&a-vi$esah." S.J., 1.1.1, p. 31, 
No. 94. 

4 Cf. V.R.M.,—exactly similar. See p. 140 of the thesis, op. cit. 

5 “Upadhi-samyuktam Brahma-svaripam eva jivah.” S.J., 1.1.1, p. 31, 
No. 94. 
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Brahman be admitted, the view that all difference is 
due to upadhis only (and is not real) falls to the ground. 

(e) Finally, it cannot be said that the limiting adjunct itself 
is the soul, for that will lead to the Carvaka view which 
identifies the soul with the body. 


2. According to the second doctrine Brahman is pure conscious- 
ness, free from all specifications and all differences, sajatiya, vijatiya 
or svagata,! and absolutely non-different from the entire universe 
of soul and matter. But this view is not tenable, because there are 
hundreds of scriptural texts which teach the difference between 
Brahman and the universe. 

3. According to the third view, the opposite extreme, there is 
an absolute difference between Brahman and the universe. According 
to this view, the so-called abheda-texts cannot refer to Brahman, 
for according to the abheda-view, Brahman is absolutely devoid of 
specifications and qualities and as such cannot be designated by words 
which indicate always objects possessing particular qualities. Hence 
the abheda-texts designate only the similarity between Brahman 
and the soul, but the real fact is that Brahman is absolutely different 
from the sentient.and the non-sentient as depicted by bheda-texts. 
But this view too is equally untenable, for the abheda-texts cannot 
be set aside summarily in this-fashion. 

4. According to the fourth view, the sentient and the non-sentient 
are the attributes or adjectives of Brahman, and Brahman, thus 
qualified by the sentient and the non-sentient, is a unity, omniscient 
and omnipotent. But though the sentient and the non-sentient are 
attributes of Brahman, they are different fron Him, and do not corrupt 
Him with their own faults and defects. But this view is not tenable 
for the following reason. The very task of an attribute or an adjective 
is to differentiate the particular object which possesses that particular 
attribute from other objects which do not possess it,? e.g. the red 
colour of a red ball differentiates it from a blue ball and the rest. Now, 
in the very same manner, if the sentient and the non-sentient be 
attributes of Brahman, the question at once arises: from whom or 


1 Sajatiya-bheda is the difference of a tree from other trees, vijátiya-bheda 
is the difference of a tree from & stone or an animal, while svagata-bheda is 
internal difference, viz. difference of fruits, leaves, branches, etc. in the same tree. 
Vide Pajicadadi, 2.14, p. 67. 

2 “Vyavarttakatvam tavad-videganatvam iti sarva-paksa-simanyam.”’ 
8.J., 1.1.1, p. 43, No. 94. 
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from what object do they differentiate Brahman? It cannot be 
said that they differentiate Brahman from themselves (i.e. the sentient 
and the non-sentient), for that which differentiates can never be 
itself the object from which the original object (i.e. the object of 
which it is an attribute) is differentiated, e.g. it is absurd to say that 
the red colour of a red ball differentiates the ball from red colour. 
But nor can it be said that the sentient and the non-sentient differen- 
tiate Brahman from any other object, because there are no other 
objects or realities besides these three: Brahman, the sentient and the 
non-sentient. Hence the sentient and the non-sentient cannot be 
attributes of Brahman. Moreover, the Visistadvaita view also 
admits of a svaébhavika bheda between Brahman on the one hand 
and the sentient and the non-sentient on the other, and between the 
sentient and the non-sentient themselves. Hence instead of admitting 
difference-non-difference in this round-about fashion, it is far better 
and reasonable to admit svabhavika-bhedabheda all at once. 

This criticism of Visistidvaita-vada is an original contribution 
by Devacarya, not made by any of the previous teachers of the sect 
(so far known), and brings out the subtle point of distinction between 
the Visistadvaita-vada and the Svaébhavika-bhedabheda-vada, which 
are so very alike in most other points. 

Hence, Devacarya continues, the right conclusion is that the 
sentient and the non-sentient are both different and non-different 
from Brahman.! 

(e) Moksa. 


Salvation implies attaining the Lord, consequent on being free 
from Matter. ''Attaining" means giving up the sense of puny and 
selfish egoity—the ideals of “I” and “mine” (sva-mamatva-bhavana) 
and abiding in pure unceasing intuition of the Lord.2 Therefore, 
salvation does not imply the destruction of the real individuality of 
the soul, but only of its narrow egoity. 

The freed soul, too, is under the control of the Lord, like the 
soul in bondage, but the great difference between the two is that while 
the soul in bondage is subject to fear, the freed soul is not, for fear 
arises only from one’s separation from the Lord and the freed soul 
being ever in the presence of the Lord, has no cause to fear anything.? 


1 S.J., 1.1.1, pp. 44-45, No. 94. Here the author follows V.R.M. See 
above. 

2 S.J., 1.1.1, pp. 164-165, No. 99. 8 Op. cit., 1.1.21, p. 22, No. 358. 
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The freed soul is possessed of a non-material body, by means 
of which it enjoys all sorts of pleasures and worships the Lord. 

Like others, he holds that there is no such thing as jivanmukti. 
The soul is finally released only when it is freed from the body.? 


(f) The sádhanas. 


Dhyàna or meditation is the most direct and immediate (anta- 
ranga) cause of salvation. Mere knowledge of scriptural texts is of 
no avail here. Just as the mere knowledge of & medicine does not 
cure a patient unless he actually takes it, so the mere dry textual 
knowledge of Brahman does not free a man from the fetters of the 
world, unless he actually feels or realises Brahman by meditation. 
Hence Sravana (or hearing of texts) must lead to manana (or pondering 
over them), and manana must lead to nididhyàsana (or meditation).® 

If it be objected here that meditation is a kind of mental activity, 
and if salvation be something brought about through it, salvation 
becomes something produced—an effect and as such non-eternal—: 
then, we reply: Salvation is not something generated by meditation, 
but the task of meditation is simply that it removes the veil which 
so long hid the Lord from the soul and enables it to have a direct 
vision of Him.* 

Both the substratum and the object of salvation are eternal, 
being free from four kinds of operation,—viz. origination, modi- 
fication, attainment and purification. Thus, the substratum of 
salvation, viz. the soul, has no origin like pots and the rest, no modi- 
fication like curd and the like, is not something to be obtained, since 
its own nature is ever-obtained and is not something to be purified, 
being eternal knowledge. And, that the object, viz. Brahman is 
beyond all these four kinds of operation, needs no elucidation. Hence 
salvation too is eternal.5 

The fact is that when the eternal knowledge of the soul becomes 
contracted through its connection with the beginningless ajfiàna, i.e. 
matter and karmà, it is called “bound”, but when through the grace 
of the Lord, its connection with matter and karma ceases, and its 
original knowledge becomes manifest, it is called “freed”. Hence 


1 S.J., 1.1.4, p. 189, No. 99. 3 Op. cit., p. 196. 
3 Op. oit., 1.1.4, p. 175. * Op. où., 1.1.4, pp. 177-178, No. 99. 


5 Utpatti, vikāra, prápti and samskrti. 
S.J., 1.1.4, pp. 181-182, No. 99. 
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bondage does not imply the destruction of the essential purity of the 
soul, but only a temporary contraction of its attribute of knowledge. 
Thus, Devacarya too admits the grace of the Lord to be an 
essential prerequisite of salvation.” . 
He also holds that approach to a guru (gurüpasatti) and devotion 
to him (guru-bhakti) are essential prerequisites of it. 
Thus: Gurüpasatti —Sravana — Manana > Nididhyasana — 
Bhagavat-prasida—Saksatkara or Moksa. 


V. Sundarabhatta. 


(1) LIFE AND DATE. 


He was the immediate disciple of Devācārya and thirteenth 
after Nimbürka. We know nothing (so far) of his life and date. 
But from internal evidence, it can be asserted that he flourished after 
Bhàskara, Ramanuja and Madhva.? 


(2) Works. 


He wrote a super-commentary, styled '*Dvaitàdvaita-siddhünta- 
setuk&'", on his guru Devàcürya's commentary on the Brahma- 
sütras. He also wrote an extensive commentary, styled '*Mantràrtha- 
rahasya”, on "''Mantra-rahasya-godaéi'" of Nimbarka. The first 
work, viz. Siddhanta-setukà, has not yet been found as a whole, but 
only up to the Catuh-sütri. 


(3) DoorTRINx. 


His doctrine is exactly similar to that of Purusottama and 
Devacarya. In many places, specially while criticising the Advaita 
view, he quotes Purusottama verbatim. 


enorme? 


aae ns erent ÀÀ" 


1 S.J., 1.1.4, pp. 182-183, No. 99. 

2 Op. cit. Vide also S.J., p. 3, No. 94. 

3 Vide S.S., pp. 30, 34 and 42, No. 94. See above. 

* Vide S.S., 1.1.1, pp. 3ff., No. 94. Thus the following are some of the 
examples where he quotes from V.R.M. verbatim :— 


(a) The distinction between the two kinds of virágas, sahetuka and 
nirhetuka, p. 21, V.R.M., pp. 141-42. Bee above. 

(b) The distinction between the different kinds of dubkhas, p. 23, 
V.R.M., p. 144. 

(c) The distinction between svatantra and paratantra sattvüs, p. 48, 
V.R.M., pp. 89-90. See above. 
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(4) THE sApHana "GuRÜPASATTI". 


In his ''Mantrártha-rahasya", Sundarabhatta gives a most 
elaborate and detailed account of the method and procedure involved 
in the s&dhana '"Gurüpasatti"—which is really an original contri- 
bution to the sect, furnishing a guide to those who want to resort to 


this means. 
(i) Mokga or the end. 


Moksa involves two factors, viz.: (1) freedom from the fetters 
of the world and (2) attaining the nature of Brahman.! 
(1) The first means freedom from the beginningless avidya (or 
karma), which is due to the connection of the soul with 
prakrti or matter and consists in a narrow sense of “I” 
and ‘‘mine’’,2 
(2) The second means abiding in a constant intuition of the 
Lord, consequent on a direct vision of the Lord, due 
to his grace.? 
Thus: Freedom from egoity—direct vision of the Lord— 
abiding in eternal intuition of the Lord. 


. (ii) Gurüpasatti or the means. 


A. Its general nature. 
Gurüpasatti—which is a direct means to salvation—means 
renouncing or offering one's own self (àtma-nyàsa), i.e. of one’s narrow 


(d) Arguments how the soul can be both knowledge and the substratum 
of knowledge, pp. 60-61. V.R.M., pp. 4-5. See above. 
(e) Criticism of Pratibimba-vüda, pp. 61-62. V.R.M., pp. 5-6. See 
above. 
(f) Criticism of Avaccheda-vada, pp. 62-63. V.R.M.,pp.6-7. See above. 
(g) Criticism of the view that the “I” does not pertain to the essence 
of the self, but is something unreal, pp. 63-64. V.R.M., pp. 7-8. 
See above. 
(h) Arguments that the soul is a kartā, pp. 66-67. V.R.M., pp. 11-12. 
See above. 
(i) Arguments that the soul is Anu, pp. 69-72. V.R.M., pp. 16-17. 
See above. 
(j) Criticism of Adhyüsa-vüda, pp. 78-80. V.R.M., pp. 06-67. See 
above. 
1 M.R., p. 28. 
$ Op. cit. Vide also p. 18 where it is said that the two syllables "mine" 
(mama) mean death and bondage, while the three syllables “not mine" (na mama) 
mean eternity and salvation. 
3 M.R., pp. 30-81. 
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individuality, together with whatever belongs to one's self (atmiya) 
to the Lord, through the guru.1 This may be made clear by the 
following two examples :— 


Just as in a sacrifice, clarified butter (havis) is poured into the 
fire (agni) by means of a ladle (sruva), so the soul is to throw itself 
into the Lord through the preceptor. Here the clarified butter 
stands for the soul, the fire for the Lord, and the preceptor for the 
ladle. Just as the clarified butter, when poured into the fire, is burnt 
off completely, so the narrow egoity (or karmas) of the soul disappear 
completely when it gives itself up to the Lord. Secondly, just as the 
clarified butter cannot be poured into the fire all at once, but has to 
be poured into the ladle first and then into the fire, so the soul is to 
dedicate itself first to the preceptor, and through him to the Lord. 
Thirdly, just as the fire alone can consume the clarified butter, and 
nothing else, so the Lord alone can burn off the karmas of the soul 
and none else.? 

Or, to take another illustration: Just as a fond fathor at first 
ignores the faults of his son and lets him keep the object which he 
has stolen from him, but after a time sends an intermediary, a mutual 
friend, to his son to bring him (son) back, so the Lord at first overlooks 
the faults of the soul which has stolen itself (àtman), His property, 
from Him, and lets it enjoy the world, but after a time sends a pre- 
ceptor to it to bring it back to Him. And just as in exchange for 
the few stolen objects, the son becomes heir to the whole property 
of his father, so exactly the soul in exchange for its narrow and puny 
egoity comes to attain the nature and qualities of the Lord.3 

This essential truth that the soul is to offer itself to Brahman 
through the guru is contained in the pranava-mantra “Om” and the 
bija-mantra ''klim".4 

Gurüpasatti is the best of all the sidhanas, involving, as it does, 
every other means,—work, knowledge and devotion. Thus, obeying 
the commands of the preceptor is following the path of action (karma- 


1 M.R., pp. 14-15. 
2 Op. cit., pp. 14-17. 
Here: Havig- Sruva--Agni. 
Jiva-» Guru Bhagavat. 
$ M.R., pp. 18-26. 
Here: Putra—Madhyastha- Pitr. 
Jiva-- Guru Bhagavat. 
* M.R., pp. 9-10. See above. 
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yoga); knowing one’s self as having the guru for his essence (tad- 
àtmaka) is following the path of knowledge (jfiàna-yoga); and being 
devoted to the guru is following the path of devotion (bhakti-yoga).! 

Gurüpasatti, further, involves the eight-fold yogas (astanga-yoga) 
which are regarded as means to a direct vision of the Lord, viz.: 
yama, or forbearance, niyama or religious observance, àsana or posture, 
pránüyüma or regulation of breath, pratyahara or restraint of the 
senses, dhyana or contemplation, dháàranà or steadying of the mind 
and samadhi or profound meditation. Thus:— 


(a) The soul’s distaste for its narrow individuality (&tman) 
and what belongs to itself (atmiya) is yama. 

(b) Intense love for the Lord and the preceptor is niyama. 

(c) The steadfast idea that all things, sentient or non-sentient, 
belong to the Lord, accompanied by a complete indif- 
ference to them is àsana. 

(d) Assigning the different modes of the vital-breath (pràna, 
apana, etc.) to the Lord, is pránàyàma. . 

(e) Directing the mind to the Lord alone is pratyāhāra. 

(f) The uninterrupted intuition, viz. “Brahman is my self or 
essence” is dhyana. 

(g) The steadfastness of the above belief is dháranà. 

(h) The continuous and uninterrupted meditation of the Lord 
is samadhi.2 


Thus, as every sadhana is included under this sádhana, the 
latter does not wait for any other sadhana, but by itself leads to 
salvation straight. Here Sundarabhatta holds the same view as 
Purusottama.3 


B. Qualifications of the guru and the sigya. 


It is evident that any and every one is not fit to be a guru or 
preceptor, since the preceptor is entrusted with & great task—that 
of leading the erring and.strayed off soul back to its proper resort, 
viz. the Lord. The preceptor thus must belong to one or other of the 
upper three classes; be versed in the Vedas; devoted to the Lord; 
devoted to the Sacred Mantra; devoted to his guru; engaged in the 
proper performances of the nitya and the naimittika karmas, as well 


mem m erent tint eS ES PUES PS a SS PESO M ae 


1 M.R., p. 26. 2 Op. oš., pp. 26-27. 
3 On. cit, pp. 21 -28. See above. 
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a8 in the constant worship of the Lord; impartial, pure and free from 
malice; and an abode of kindness, parental love, forgiveness, honesty, 
tenderness, etc. 

A man who wants salvation should resort to a preceptor who 
is endowed with the above qualifications, and not to any one else, 
for just as one cannot cross the ocean and reach the shore in a holed 
boat, so one cannot Cross the ocean of life and attain salvation through 
a preceptor who is not worthy and learned.! 

On the other hand any and every one cannot be a Sisya or disciple. 
First and foremost, the disciple must be devoted to his preceptor 
heart and soul. He must regard his very self and everything he 
possesses,—his body and mind, wealth and youth, merit and demerits, 
relatives and friends, as but instruments for serving his preceptor. 
He must regard the preceptor as his all in all?; be wholly indifferent 
to his own self and to whatever belongs to his self and renounce them 
to his preceptor; have complete faith in the words of the preceptor 
and Scripture; have right discrimination of what is permanent and 
what is not and what belongs to himself and what not. That is, he 
must realise that his own self and what belongs to himself really 
belong to the Lord and must be returned to Him as soon as possible, 
through the preceptor. Further, he must be honest and truthful; 
must not resort to any other means except self-surrender to the Lord 
and to the preceptor; be humble and not over-confident, i.e. must 
not think himself capable of resorting to other sidhanas without the 
help of the preceptor and so on.* 

The preceptor should instruct only such a disciple and none else.5 


C. Successive stages of Gurüpasatti. 


The sadhana Quriipasatti involves the following successive 
stages 6:— 

1. First, a man who desires for salvation approaches a pre- 
ceptor,—who is endowed with the stated qualities,—with fuel in hand, 
lies prostrate before him and prays for his emancipation. He chooses 
him as his only saviour from mundane existence, from three kinds of 
pain (viz. physical, mental and elemental), six kinds of changes (birth, 


PE nd 


1 M.R., p. 48. 3 Op. cît., pp. 57-58. 
3 Op. cit., p. 15. * Op. cù., pp. 49-50. 

5 The guru must teach the “most intimate" disciple alone. See below. 
8 M.R., pp. Siff. 
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growth, etc.), five kinds of miseries (ignorance, etc.)1 and the three 
gunas of prakrti (sattva, etc.), as his sole master, father, husband 
and friend, asking him to make his own self and whatever belongs to 
him as his (i.e. the preceptor’s) own.? This is the process of choosing 
the saviour or preceptor by the disciple.® 

2. Prayed thus the preceptor then proceeds to examine the 
fitness of the candidate, allowing him to stay with him as a probationer 
for a whole year, or for six months, or two months—or at least for 
one month, as the case may require. 

3. When the preceptor is satisfied of the candidate's fitness, 
he brings him before him, takes hold of his (the candidate's) hand, 
places them on his (the guru's) own feet and asks the candidate thrice 
whether he is really willing to give up the world and become his 
servant. Each time the candidate answers in the affirmative. Then 
the preceptor accepts the candidate finally as his servant, son, wife 
and friend, makes him his own and assures him that he has become 
his Saviour. This is the process of accepting and making the disciple . 
his (the preceptor's) own.* 

4. Then, reciting suitable mantras, the preceptor puts the 
caste-mark or the tilaka on the disciple's forehead with his own hands. 

5. After that, with the utterance of prescribed formulae, the 
preceptor stamps the marks of Vignu's conch-shell and disc on the two 
arms of the disciple. 

6. Now the preceptor once more consecrates the body and the 
soul of the disciple by reciting the name and the holy mantra of the 
Lord. 

7. After that, he puts the disciple’s right arm around his (the 
preceptor’s) own neck and teaches him the succession of the spiritual 
teachers of the sect.5 Thenceforward, the disciple is to be known as 
belonging to that sect of teachers. 

8. Next, the preceptor proceeds to inaugurate the disciple to 
supreme lordship with the words: “ You are a king. The lap of your 
preceptor is your fhrone, his right hand is your royal umbrella, his 
left hand is your royal fan, the knowledge that you gain through 
worshipping him is your army, association with the Lord is your 
capital, attaining the Lord is your victory, the destruction of desires 


1 Tapa, vikāra, klefa. 2 Átmasütkarana. 
8 Goptrtva-varana-vidhi. 4 Átmas&t-karana-vidhi. 
5 Guru-perampará. 
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and the connection with matter is your universal conquest". Then 
the preceptor blesses the disciple, assuring him that he will teach him 
the knowledge of Brahman. This is the process of inaugurating to 
the kingdom of the Lord. 

9. Next, the preceptor, after uttering auspicious mantras, 
whispers the Sacred Mantra of the sect in the right ear of the disciple 
and recites the 'Mantra-rahasya-sodaSi'" (composed by Nimbarka) 
to him. 

10. Then the disciple comes down from the lap of the preceptor 
and makes obeisance to him by lying prostrate before him. The 
preceptor now places water in the disciple’s palms, puts the Sacred 
Stone (Salagráma) before him, repeats the disciple’s resolution to 
renounce his own self and what belongs to him, as well as makes the 
disciple repeat it himself. Then, the preceptor takes the right hand 
of the disciple in his own hand and prays to the Lord to accept the 
disciple and make him His own (Atmasàt) through His infinite mercy 
and grace. Afterwards the preceptor makes the disciple take up the 
Sacred Stone in his hand and thereby makes the Lord accept the 
disciple and make him His own. The preceptor next makes the 
disciple cat some food first tasted by himself (by the preceptor) and 
drink some water touched by his (the preceptor's) feet,? embraces 
him and says to him thrice that he (the disciple) is now made his 
own (àtmasat-krta) entirely, so he must serve his preceptor as a servant, 
son, wife and friend. Thrice the disciple consents to do so. The 
preceptor now proceeds to teach the disciple as befits his intelligence, 
place and time. 

11. Next the preceptor worships the Sacred Stone as fitting, 
places It over the head of the disciple, commanding him to love and 
serve It as a servant serves his Master, a son his Father and so on; 
teaches him how to worship It, making him repeat the method lest 
he should forget and finally delivers the Sacred Stone to him. 

12. Lastly, the disciple makes obeisance to the preceptor thrice 
by lying flat before him, accepts the Sacred Mantra and the Sacred 
Stone from him as eagerly as & penniless beggar accepts riches and 
offers remuneration to his preceptor as proper and enjoined.? 
Henceforward, the disciple must daily perform a three-fold worship, 
viz. the worship of the Sacred Mantra, that of the preceptor (who has 
imparted it to him) and that of the Lord (who is its object) and these 


Svár&jyübhisgeka. 2 Prasida and padodaka. 3 M.R., p. 03. 
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three kinds of worship are really identical. The worship of the 
Mantra consists in reciting it, every word distinctly and understanding 
its meaning, the worship of the preceptor has been already indicated 
and the worship of the Lord consists in five duties. 

The Brahma-vidya or the Sacred Mantra is to be imparted by the 
preceptor only to his most intimate and trusted disciple, who is the 
well-beloved of the Lord and to none else. There are four kinds of 
disciples, viz. an ordinary disciple (Sisyamatra), an intimate disciple 
(antaranga), a more intimate disciple (antarangatara) and a most 
intimate disciple (antarangatama). It is only this last one who is 
entitled to the Sacred Mantra.? 

The disciple, on his part, must learn the Mantra from his preceptor 
directl and from no one else, e.g. not from another favoured disciple 
who has learnt it directly from the preceptor himself. If, however, 
the preceptor is in a far-off country, or dead, one wishing to know 
should approach a learned person who has been taught the knowledge 
directly by the preceptor and learn what he desires from him.4 


VI. Ke$SavakàSmiribhatta. 
: (1) LIFE AND DATE. 


Keáavakàámiribhatta was the twenty-ninth pontifical head after 
Nimbarka. He was the immediate disciple of Gaàngalabhatta.5 
In his Vedànta-kaustubha-prabhà, however, he makes obeisance, 
not to Gangalabhatta, but to Mukunda as his guru.9 Perhaps, he 
had two gurus, or else they were identical. He is supposed to have 
flourished in the 14th century A.D.7 But in conformity with our 
view that Nimbàrka did not flourish before the 13th century A.D., 
we are led to think that he must have flourished later.® 

Tradition is that he thrice conquered all learned men of his time. 


Hence the epithet “dig-vijayi’’ is often prefixed before his name.? 


1 M.R., p. 66. The five duties are: abhigamana, up&dáns, ijyà, yoga, 
svüdhyaya. See below under the ritualistic doctrine of Nimbarka. 

2 M.R., p. 6. 3 Op. cit., pp. 67-68 

4 Op. cit., pp. 68-69. 

5 Mangala-patha in T.P., verse 5, pp. 1-2. 

* Mangala-patha in V.K.P., and colophons therein. See under Madhava 
Mukunda below. 

? Preface to T.P., p. 1. 8 See above. 

9 Vide, e.g., colophon to V.K.P., p. 73, etc. 
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He got the epithet “kaémiri”’, so the tradition goes, after he had van- 
quished the Saivas of Kaémira and lived there for some time.1 

From his works it is evident that he was a great logician, an adept 
in the art of very subtle and hair-splitting reasoning. 


(2) Works. 


He composed an elaborate commentary on the Brahma-sütras, 
styled ‘‘ Vedànta-kaustubha-prabhà'', in elucidation of Srinivasa’ s 
“‘Vedanta-kaustubha”, He wrote a commentary on the Bhagavad- 
gità, too, styled '"'Tattva-prakaSika", and further composed an ela- 


= 93 


borate treatise on ritual styled ‘‘Krama-dipika’’. Besides these, 
we know of certain stotras or hymns by him, viz. “ Sri-govinda-saranà- 
gati-stotram’’2—a collection of twelve hymns in praise of the Lord, 
Whom he describes as Govinda, Gopàla, Gopinatha, etc., and ‘“Yamuna- 
stotram ”,3 a collection of twenty-one stotras or hymns in praise of 
the river Yamunià, the banks of which were tho scene of Krsna’s sports 
with the Gopis. 

Other works by him, preserved in manuscript forms, are “Tattva- 
prakāśikā”, a commentary on Veda-stuti, a part of the Bhagavata- 
purána, tenth skandha,* “ Brahmopanisat-tika’’,5 and “ Vignu-sahasra- 
nama-tika’’.é 

He composed a commentary on the Taittariya-upanisad, called 
“Taittiriya-prakasika’’,? not yet found. It is alleged that he wrote 


1 His first conquest consisted in vanquishing Vidyüádharücürya, the head of 
the Saiva sect in Kaémira, After vanquishing Vidy&üdharücárysa, Ke6ava 
deputed him to preach the Vaisnava religion in Késmira. Formerly Keéava was 
called “KeSavabharat!’’, but after his conquest, he lived in Ka4mira for a time 
and thenceforward came to be known as "KeSavaküsmiribhatte". His second 
conquest consisted in driving away the Yavanas from Mathurá. After his 
second conquest, Keéavakaémirin set out on his third conquest, vanquishing 
the S&kta sect in Bengal, defeated all learned men in Navadvipa and himself 
settled in Káámtra. 

According to the Caitanya-caritámryte of Krsnadasa, chap. XVI, 28-108, 
one Kegava Kaémiri was defeated by Nimái Pandita, later on universally known 
as Sricaitanya. It is, however, not definitely known whether these two Kefava 
Kaémiris are identical. 

2 Given in S.R., pp. 70-71. 3 Op. cit., pp. 73-76. 

* Cat. Cat., p. 127, Part 1; Oudh MSS., 1878, p. 42. 

5 Op. cit., p. 28, Part 3. 

9 Op. cit. Vide also the preface to T.P., pp. 3-4. 

? Op. cit., p. 127, Part 1. 
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commentaries on twelve Upanisads as well, and many Bhagavata- 
stotras.1 
(3) DooTRINE. 


He accepts the usual doctrines of the sect—the trinity of reals— 
and a relation of svüábhávika-bhedábheda& between them. His chief 
merit consists in his elaborate and scholarly criticism of the Advaita- 
vada. Often he refers to Sundarabhatta ? and to “previous teachers” 
who have criticised the Advaita view.3 We shall notice below some 
original and striking ones of such criticisms. 


CRITICISM OF THE ADVAITAVADA. 
(i) Criticism of the Advaita views of Brahman. 
A. Criticism of Nirvigesa-vdda. 


Brahman cannot be absolutely devoid of all qualities and speci- 
fications. In the first place, such a Brahman cannot be an object of. 
enquiry by Scripture. According to the Advaita view three alter- 
natives are possible here—viz. the object of enquiry is either the pure 
Brahman, or Brahman as limited by maya, or Iévara, superimposed 
through ajñāna. Now, the first alternative is not possible, because 
according to the Advaitins, the pure Brahman is not an object 
(avisaya), otherwise we might argue very well: The pure Brahman 
is mithyà, because it is an object of enquiry, like pots and the rest, 
The second alternative, too, is not possible, because in that case we 
shall attain a knowledge of the maya-limited Brahman alone and not 
of the pure and real Brahman, and hence no salvation will follow. 
The third alternative, too, is not possible, because it is this very adhyasa 
(or false superimposition) which, according to the Advaitins, is set 
aside by Scripture. Hence the Brahman of the Advaitins cannot be 
an object established by Scripture, i.e. must be wholly unacceptable.4 

In the second place, the Brahman of the Advaitins cannot be 
the creator of the world. Here too three alternatives are possible— 
viz. the creator of the world is pure or Suddha Brahman, i.e. pure con- 


1 Preface to T.P., pp. 3-4. 

3 Vide, e.g., V.K.P., 1.1.1, p. 29; 2.1.16, p. 430; 4.4.7, p. 1322. That he 
had a great reverence for Sundarabhatta is evident from the fact that he makes 
obeisance to him in the Matgala-patha, V.K.P., verse 4, p. 19. 

3 Vide, e.g., V.K.P., 1.1.1, p. 30; 2.1.14, p. 405, etc. 

t V.K.P., 1.1.1, pp. 22-23. 
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sciousness; or máyà-limited or upahita Brahman; màyà-super- 
imposed or adhyasta Brahman. Now the first alternative is not 
possible, because one who is devoid of all distinctions cannot possibly 
think and resolve to be many, as the creator of the world does in the 
beginning according to Scripture.1 In fact, an object, free from all 
distinction, being beyond every proof, is but a non-entity.? The second 
alternative, too, is not possible. Here the question is whether tho 
máyà-limited creator ‘is of the form of the object reflected (bimba. 
rüpa) or of the form of the reflection (pratibimba-rüpa). Not the 
first, for in that case just as the face reflected on a mirror is outside 
the mirror and does not pervade it, so Brahman will be outside tho 
individual soul and non-pervasive of it, and thereby cease to be the 
inner controller of all. Not the second, because in that case, since 
the qualities of the upàdhi belong to the reflection (e.g. when the 
mirror—which is the upadhi—is dirty, any reflection on it is also so, 
and so on)—Brahman must be subject to all the faults, etc. due to 
avidyà (which is the upàdhi here). The third alternative, too, is not 
possible, because the superimposition of avidyà on Brahman— 
which is by nature knowledge, is absurd, just as it is absurd to hold 
there is darkness in the sun.? 

The Advaitins themselves describe Brahman as truth, know- 
ledge and bliss. Now, they must either hold that these constitute 
the nature of Brahman, or the attributes of Brahman. Now if these 
bo the nature of Brahman, then Brahman will have a threé-fold nature, 
which will go against the Advaita view itself, and if these be the 
qualities of Brahman, that too will go against the Advaita view. 
Moreover, if it be said that they denote the nature of Brahman, then 
Brahman becomes an object (visaya) of words,—which is against 
the Advaita view. If it be said Brahman cannot be denoted by 
words, then Brahman becomes anirvacaniya and as such mithyà in 
accordance with the inferences: Brahman is mithyà, because it is 
anirvacaniya, for whatever is anirvacaniya, is mithyà, like maya. 
Brahman is mithyà, because it is asat, for whatever is asat is mithya, 
like the snake-rope.4 Hence Nirguna-vàda and nirvisega-vida are 
full of self-contradiction and as such absolutely untenable. 


1 Vide Chand., 6.2.2. 2 See above. 

3 V.K.P., 1.1.2, p. 48. See below under Purugottamaprasida Vaisnava 
for further criticisms on this point. 

4 V.K.P., 1.1.2, pp. 49-50. 
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(ii) Criticism of the Advaita view of the jiva. 


A. Criticism of Pratibimba-vàda. 


The individual soul cannot be a reflection of Brahman, because 
Brahman being formless and colourless, can have no reflection.! 
Further, the connection of the individual soul with the upàdhi or 
the limiting adjunct (viz.. avidyé on which Brahman is reflected), 
can neither be natural or svabhavika, since that will make salvation 
impossible—nor be due to upàdhi or aup&dhika, since that will lead 
to an infinite regress, for an upadhi will require another upadhi to be 
connected with the soul, that still another and so on. Further, we 
find in ordinary experience that the object reflected (bimba) and on 
which it is reflected (upàdhi) belong to the same category. For 
example, the real sun is reflected on real water only, but never on the 
mirage. Hence Brahman and avidyā must belong to the same 
category, ie. avidyà must be as real as Brahman. Also, an object 
can be reflected on something else, only when it is outside that some- 
thing else. For example, an aquatic animal, plunged in a river, can 
never be reflected on the river. But avidya is not admitted to be 
outside Brahman, who is all-pervading and hence there can be no 
reflection of Brahman on avidyà.? |. 


B. Criticiam of Avaccheda-vàda or Upddhi-vada. 


It is absurd to say that Brahman, who is by nature eternal and 
infinite knowledge, an abode of bliss and power, can ever come to be 
connected with avidyà and upadhi. Now, the upadhi must be either 
all-pervading, or atomic or of the middle size (i.e. of the size of the 
body) But it cannot be all-pervasive, because in that case, the 
entire Brahman will be veiled up. Nor can it be atomic, for then 
there being no motion of the all-pervading Brahman on the motion 
of the upadhi, there will result sudden bondage and release.? Nor 
can it, finally, be of the middle size, for that will go against the Advaita 
view that the individual soul is atomic owing to its connection with 
an atomic upadhi. Moreover, if the upadhi be real, then the doctrine 
of Non-dualism will fall to the ground—there being at least two 


1 Cf. V.R.M. See above. 

3 V.K.P., 1.1.1, p. 28. See below under Purusottamaprasaéda for further 
oritioisms. 

3 Cf. V.R.M. Bee above. 
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realities—Brahman and upádhi, and also no salvation will be possible, 
since knowledge cannot set at naught what is real. If, on the other 
hand, the upàdhi be unreal, then to say that the up&dhi binds the 
soul would be just as absurd as to say that a dream-fetter binds a man 
who is awake.1 


C. Criticism of Eka-j$va-vàda. 


If there be only one individual soul, then evidently, there will be 
an unwarrantable intermixture of the respective experiences of different 
individuals. It cannot be said that though there is no real difference 
between different individuals, yet there is the difference which is due 
to upàdhis and as such there is no intermixture of experiences,—for, 
we point out that the difference, which is due to upàdhis only, does 
not guarantee non-intermixture, for in spite of the differences of hands, 
feet, etc. (which aro due to upadhi), the sensations in hands or feet, etc. 
are alike felt by the soul.? 


D. Criticism of Akartriva-vàda. 


The view that the soul is not really a kartà or an active agent, 
but only appears to be so through the false superimposition or adhyàsa 
of the kartrtva of the antahkarana on the soul, just as white crystal 
appears to be red through the superimposition of the redness of a red 
flower—is not tenable. In the case of the crystal and red flower, 
redness is perceived separately in the crystal and in the flower: 
‘The crystal is red’. ‘The flower is red.’ But in the case in hand 
we never have perceptions to the effect ‘The mind is a kartā’, ‘The 
soul is a kartā’ separately, but we always feel ‘I am kartā’ (and 
not my mind). 


(iii) Criticism of the Advaita view of the jagat. 
A. Criticism of Vivarta-váda. 


To say that the world is but an illusory transformation of Brahman 
and not.a real one is absurd. The Advaitins too admit Brahman to 
be the efficient and the material cause of the world. But if the 
world be false, then Brahman cannot be its efficient cause, for nobody 
can be the creator of what is false, e.g. nobody—neither the mistaken 
person himself nor others—can ever create a nacre-silver. It cannot 


1 V.K.P., 1.2.6, pp. 102-103. 
3 Op. cit., 1.1.1, p. 24. 3 Op. cit., 2.3.32, pp. 675ff. 


128 DOOTRINES OF NIMBARKA AND HIS FOLLOWERS 


be said that Brahman is the creator here in the sense as a magician 
is,—for the latter shows tricks to delude an audience, but there is 
none whom Brahman can delude by creating a false world. 

Again, Brahman, the real, cannot be the material cause of the 
unreal world, for the cause and the effect must be of the same nature. 
If it be said that Brahman is the material cause in the sense of being 
the substratum of error, then we point out that this definition is 
both too narrow, since clay, etc. which are not substrata of error are 
still the material causes of pots, etc., and too wide, since the nacre, 
e.g. which is the substratum of the silver-nacre illusion, is not the 
material cause of the illusory silver. If it be said that the world is 
the vivarta or illusory transformation of Brahman and the parináma or 
real transformation of ajfidna, and hence not Brahman alone, but 
Brahman and ajñäna both are the material cause of the world,—then we 
reply: if a real object assumes the form of an unreal something, then it 
must have certain specific features which enables it to appear in that 
unreal form, e.g. any and every object does not appear to be a piece of 
silver, but only nacre, which possesses certain features (lustre, etc.) 
which appears in the form of silver to the unwary. But Brahman,— 
which according to the Advaitins is absolutely devoid of attributes, 
etc.,—can have no such qualities of appearing as the false world. If 
it be said that the material cause of an object is that which is not 
seen to be separate from the object itself, then we point out that in 
that case, Brahman (which according to the Advaitins is not separate 
from the individual soul) becomes the material cause of the individual 
soul and the individual soul as a result becomes real; the milk be- 
comes the material cause of water, because it is never separated from 
water; and the calf becomes the material cause of “cowness’’, because 
it is never separated from ''cowness". If it be said that maya is the 
material cause, Ióvara the instrumental cause, and the pure Brahman 
the substratum or the adhisthana, then we point out that this goes 
against the view that the material cause and the efficient cause of the 
universe are identical. The fact is that to say that Brahman is the 
substratum of the cosmio illusion is to give up practically the doctrine 
that Brahman is the material cause of the world, as held by the 
Advaitins themselves,—for the nacre, the substratum of the silver- 
nacre illusion, is never the material cause of the illusory silver. Thus, 
the Advaita view is full of self-contradictions, and fails to prove how 
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1 Bhramádhigthàna. 
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Brahman can be the material and efficient cause of an illusory world, 
although it holds Brahman to be such.1 

Moreover, as already hinted above, a substratum of an illusion 
must possess certain qualities. A nacre e.g. must have certain 
qualities in common with the silver, such as lustre, etc.—which bring 
about the illusion. And it must also have certain qualities of its own, 
as distinct from those of the silver, which when known bring about 
the end of the illusion. But the attributeless Brahman of the Advaitins 
can have no such qualities, and hence cannot be the substratum of 
the cosmic illusion. Hence no substratum of superimposition being 
possible, the superimposition itself is not possible and hence the world 
cannot be a vivarta or illusory superimposition of Brahman.? 

Further to say that the world is neither real—for then it could 
not have been set aside by knowledge,—nor unreal—for then it could 
not have been perceived,—but is anirvacaniya and mithyà, does not 
stand to reason. For in the first place no definition and no proof of 
mithyatva and anirvacaniyatva are possible. Further, it is not a fact 
that it is an unreal thing only which can be set aside; e.g. the real 
anterior ignorance 4 regarding an object by the knowledge of that 
object; the real knowledge of a pot by that of a piece of cloth; real past 
impressions by rscognition; real affection, etc. for a person by his faults; 
the real sin of murdering a Bráhmana by a visit to the Setubandha,5 etc. 

Moreover, it is found in the world that the denial of an object 
and the objoct denied (nivarttya) belong to the same category, and 
hence ajííàna, too, must be real like the denial of ajfiàna; knowledge 
and the object known, the dosa and tho adhisthána belong to the 
same category, and hence ajfiàna, too, must be real like Brahman.® 

According to tho Advaitins, the world is false, but the question 
arises here—whether this falsity itself is falso or not. If it be false, 
then evidently the world becomes real, if it is not false, then the 
doctrine of Non-dualism falls to the ground—there being at least 
two realities—Brahman and iid 
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1 V.K.P., 1.4.23, pp. 350ff. See below under Purugottamaprasáda Vaisnava 
for further criticisms. 

2 ,V.K.P., 1.1.1, p. 30. 

3 Here the author refers back to “former teachers", p. 405. But he 
himself also elaborately discusses the definition, etc. of mithyatva on pp. 412ff. 
For these, see below under Purusottamaprasada Vaisnava. 

4 Prügabhàva. 5 V.K.P., 2.1.14, pp. 406ff. 

86 Op. cit., p. 407. 7 Op. cit., p. 412; 2.1.19, p. 446. 
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It may be urged that the notion of difference is not a logical 
category and does not stand to reason. Isit the very nature of a thing, 
or its attribute? It cannot be the nature of a thing, for in that case 
it becomes the synonym for that thing (which evidently it is not), 
just as the word “hasta” is a synonym of the word “kara”. It 
cannot be also the attribute of a thing, for in that case, it must be 
different from the nature of the thing, that difference again must 
be different and so on to infinity. Moreover—there can be the appre- 
hension of different objects only on the apprehension of the difference 
between them, and the apprehension of difference only on the appre- 
hension of different objects,—this will lead to the logical fallacy of 
mutual dependence.! 

To this we reply that the same difficulties confront the notion 
of non-difference too. Thus, is non-difference the nature of an object 
or its attribute? It cannot be the nature of an object, because in 
that case such perceptions as “This is a pot", “This is a piece of 
cloth” (instead of ‘‘This is non-different") come to be false. Also, 
if every perception had pure, non-differenced consciousness as its 
object, then a mere perception of a pot would have brought about the 
knowledge of identity (non-difference being the very nature of the 
pot must be perceived when the pot is perceived), and in that case, 
the Vedànta-discussions would be futile. Nor can non-difference be 
the quality of an object, —for that too will lead to the same difficulties 
as above,—to dualism and self-contradiction. The fact is that 
like class, non-difference is a special quality of an object, and is appre- 
hended as soon as the object itself is.? 

Thus, the Advaita view is wholly untenable. 


(iv) Criticism of the Advaita view of mokga. 
A. General criticism. 


The Advaita view that the one Iévara is reflected on many 
limiting adjungts or internal organs, just as the one face is reflected 
on many mirrors around it, and that when the limiting adjunct is 
no more, the individual soul becomes Iévara, just as when a mirror 
is broken or removed, the face reflected on it is no more, is not tenable. 
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1 That is, to know a cow, we must know it to be different from a horse, etc., 
all perception being assimilation and discrimination, yet to know the difference 
of the cow from the horse, we must know the cow first. 

3 V.K.P., 2.3.42, pp. 302.3. Cf. Sri. B., 1.1.1. 
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Here two alternatives are possible: either the individual soul be- 
comes Iévara in nature or comes to possess Iévara’s attributes like 
omniscience and the rest. On the first alternative, the question is 
whether becoming Iávara in nature means becoming non-separate 
from it (without losing one’s individuality), or losing one’s own nature. 
If the first, then there is nothing to object, this being our own view,— 
but it will go against the Advaita view itself. Ifthe second, then mukti 
will imply the very destruction of the nature of the soul, while tho 
fact is that Scripture explicitly states that the freed soul is mani- 
fested in its own form.! Further, the question is whether lévara, 
the object reflected, and the soul, the reflection, are real entities, or 
mithyà and anirvacaniya or tuccha like the hare's horn. They cannot 
evidently be real entities, for that will be giving up the Advaita 
view; nor can they be mithyà, etc., for then the very question of 
bondage and release will be meaningless, seeing that the non- 
differenced Reality is never subject to bondage and the bound soul 
is but an unreality. For that very reason, they cannot be tuccha. 

On the second alternative also the question is—Do the souls 
come to possess qualities similar to omniscience, etc., i.e. become 
similar to Iévara, or do they come to possess those very qualities, 
i.e. become equal to Iévara? The first goes against the Advaita view 
itself, and the second is impossible and has no proof, and will lead to 
the view that there are many [évaras.2 | 


B. Criticism of Jivan-mukti-vada. 


The rule is that on the destruction of the cause, the effect must 
be invariably destroyed, e.g. when the threads are destroyed, the cloth 
is also destroyed simultaneously. But the Advaita view is that 
even when the pure and intuitive knowledge of Brahman arises, the 
works which have already begun to bear fruit continue to function, 
i.e. in spite of the destruction of avidyà (which is the cause), by know- 
ledge, the mundane existence (which is the effect) continues. The 
question is whether knowledge destroys avidyà or not. If it does 
not, then it will lose its essential nature, the very nature of knowledge 
being to remove ignorance, and no salvation will ever be possible; 
and if it does, there can be no jivan-mukti. lt cannot be said that 
just as the strong smell of garlic persists, even when the garlic-pot 

1 Vide Chànd., 8.3.4. “Svena rüpena abhinispadyate." 

2 V.K.P., 4.4.7, pp. 1322ff. 
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has been thoroughly washed, so even when avidyà is destroyed by 
vidya, the impressions or samskaras of avidyà still persist and cause 
the continuance of mundane existence,—for this too is open to the 
same objection as before. None but a fool will say that when the 
sun arises there can still be some trace of darkness. In the very 
same manner, there cannot be even the faintest trace of avidyà when 
vidya arises. Nor can it be said that the jivan-mukta is like a piece 
of burnt cloth (the texture of which is destroyed, but the shape 
persists),—for the burnt cloth crumbles off to ashes, at the slightest 
touch, and serves no practical purposes of covering, etc. as a real 
piece of cloth does, but a jivan-mukta acts like any other man, and 
just as he himself did before. Further, what exactly is this cessation 
of avidyà or avidyà-nivrtti which, according to the Advaitins, is 
salvation? Is it the very nature of the self or something else? If 
the first, then the self being eternal, the cessation of avidyà too must 
be so, and in that case knowledge (which has to bring it about) be- 
comes futile. If the second, then the question is: Is it real, or 
unreal, or both or anirvacaniya? Not the first, for then the doctrine 
of Non-dualism falls to the ground; nor the second, for then it cannot 
be set aside by knowledge (what is not, cannot be set at naught, only 
an existent object can be set aside), and in that case knowledge would 
become futile like a lamp during the day; nor the third, reality and 
unreality being mutually opposed, a thing cannot be both real and 
unreal; nor finally, the fourth, for what is anirvacaniya is set aside 
by knowledge. Thus, we conclude that the Advaita doctrine of 
Jivan-mukti does not stand to reason in any way, and to say that 
an embodied being, still under the control of (prárabdha) karmas 
and subject, as a consequence, to all the human frailties and passions, 
is freed, is just as absurd as to call a man born blind *' lotus-eyed”’, 
or a street beggar the '' lord of the goddess of fortune ”.1 


VII. Sribhatta. 


He was the immediate disciple of KeSavakaéSmirin, and the 
thirtieth teacher after Nimbarka. We know of only one work by 
him, not of any philosophical interest, viz. “Sri-Krsna-sarandpatti- 
stotram ”,2—a collection of twenty-five hymns in praise of Krsna, 
where he describes the Lord, the Moon of Vrndàvana, of the clan of . 


Oe a EA o Eae PUERUM EDO Y y V. AREA PARAR UERITATEM rr e. 
- teris 


1 V.K.P., 4.4.7, pp. 1328-1330. ? Given in S.R., pp. 09-70. 
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Brajas and of the Radha-lotus (Sloka 2), the Lord of the young cow- 
herdesses, beautiful like thousand cupids, enjoying sports with Radha 
(Sloka 3), the delighter of the world, with eyes like lotus and dark 
blue in colour ($loka 4), dressed in yellow robes (Sloka 5) and playing 
on the flute (Sloka 6), etc.,—as his sole resort. 


VIII. Harivyásadeva. 


(1) LIFE AND DATE. 


Harivyasadeva was the immediate disciple of Sribhatta and 
thirty-first after Nimbarka. Nothing is known about his life or date. 
He was a great Vaisnava and a staunch supporter of the doctrine of 


non-violence.! 
(2) Wonxs. 


He wrote a commentary, styled ''Siddhànta-kusumüàfijali ", 
on Nimbarka’s “ Daga-sloki’’, and a commentary, styled ''Prema- 
bhakti-vivardhini’’, on Sadanandabhatta’s “Sri-Nimbarka-éata-nama- 
stotram”. Other works by him, preserved in manuscript forms, are 
“Artha-paficaka’’,2 and “‘ Vedanta-siddhanta-ratnafijali’’.8 


(3) DoorTRINE. 


Harivyasadeva’s doctrine has much in common with that of 
Baladeva.* It is probable that he was influenced by the school of 
Baladeva. In any case, in his doctrine we find many points of 
departure from the usually accepted tenets of tho school of Nimbàrka. 

Like Baladeva, he admits five categories or tattvas, viz. Iévara 
or the Lord; Jiva or the individual soul; Prakrti or matter; Kala or 
time; and Karma or work.5 Of these, the first two are sentient ,— 
different from each other by the fact that the former is all-pervasive, 
whilo the latter is atomic, and similar to each other by the possession of 
the eight-fold qualities, freedom from sins, etc.6—tho last three are 


—— omens ee Ó—————————— M ———— ON Anan PP M 


1 B.M.G., pp. 310-311. The tradition is that he was so very pained at 
seeing the Goddess Mahamaya accept animal-sacrifice, that he induced the 
Goddess herself to be initiated in the Vaisnava-mantra and to discourage animal- 
sacrifice among her devotees. 

2 Rep. Bh., 1894, p. 76. Vide also Rep. Katha., p. 29, where the name 
given is “Tattvartha-paficaka”’. 

8 Rep. Bh., 1894, p. 76. 

4 For Baladeva’s doctrine see below in loco. 5 S.K,, pp. 4, 22. 

6 Vide Chand., 8.7.1. 
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non-sentient. Again, the first four are eternal,—without beginning 
as well as without end, while the last, viz. karma, is without beginning, 
but has an end.! 

lévara is the Controller, while the last four, viz. the soul, eto., 
are the controlled. Among these latter again, the soul is the enjoyer, 
matter is the object enjoyed, time is the efficient cause of enjoyment 
(since the soul enjoys material objects in time)? 

It is strange that Harivyasadeva, though belonging to the school 
of Nimbarka, does not speak of the aprdkrta as the fifth category, 
as done by all the followers of Nimbarka, but substitutes karma in its 
place exactly after Baladeva. 


(a) BRAHMAN. 


The Highest Reality or Brahman is, as usual, Lord Krsna or 
Hari. He is called Hari because a mere remembrance of Him is 
enough to wash off all sins.* . 

The Lord is the abode of all auspicious qualities and free from 
the qualities of matter. But though the Lord appears to be both 
the attribute (guna) and the substratum of attributes (gunin)—i.e. 
as both knowledge and knower, bliss and blissful, etc.—yet really 
there is no difference between the substratum, the Lord and His 
attributes. Similarly, though He appears to have a body, yet there 
is really no difference between the soul, the Lord (dehin) and His 
body (deha). Thus, the Lord is one whole with no differences in Him, 
identical with His attributes and identical with His body. But 
although there is no real difference between the Lord and His attributes 
and between the Lord and His body, yet there is & conventional or 
natural one (vi$esa). The sense is that statements like '' Be-ness exists” 
(Sata sati), ‘‘ Distinction is difference" (Bhedo bhinnah), “Time exists 
always" (Kalo sarvadà asti) are not useless tautologous statements, 


but they are natural and conventional, conveying a very good sense 
* 
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1 §.K., p. 2. Cf. Baladeva, below. 2 Op. cit., p. 22. 

3 In &éloka 3 of D.S. Nimbarka speaks of the “apraékrta’’ which is taken 
by all, except Harivy&sadeva, to mean “what is not derived from prakrti", but 
from a luminous stuff, different from prakrti. Harivyasadeva takes it to mean 
the müla-prakrti, with the attributes of sattva and the rest non-manifest, as 
contrasted from prakrti (*pràkrte-rüpam") with the attributes of sattva, etc. 
manifest. §.K., pp. 14-15. 

* $.K., p. 19. See above. 
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just like the statements ''A jar exists", etc. Here the distinction 
between ‘‘ Be-ness’’ and “existence”, “Distinction” and “‘difference’’, 
etc. is due to **viéesa"' or conventional distinction and not to ‘“bheda”’ 
or real distinction. In the very same manner, statements like ''Know- 
ledge (Brahman) is knower’’, etc. are very natural and yield a perfect 
sense and the difference between the Lord and His attributes, or 
between the Lord and His body, is a case of convention (viéesa) and 
not of real difference (bheda). Visesa is not bheda, but rather a 
representative of bheda, so to speak, accomplishing the task of bheda, 
viz. differentiation, without bringing about real difference.1 

This is a new point, not brought out by the previous writers 
of the sect, so far known. Here also Harivydsadeva is in perfect 
concordance with Baladeva.? 

Like Baladeva again, Harivyasadeva emphasises the inconceivable 
powers (acintya-Sakti) of the Lord. He points out that the Lord, 
though all-pervading, can yet abide within the heart of men, etc. 
through His inconceivable powers.? 


(6) THE orr. 
(i) [ts nature, etc. 


The soul, he points out like others, is of the nature of knowledge 
and a knower, an Ego, an active agent, an enjoyer, a slave of the Lord, 
i.e. ever under His control, eternal, subject to bondage and release, 
atomic in size, and infinite in number. 

Unlike Baladeva, Harivyaésadeva extends his above doctrine of 
vi$esa to the case of the soul as well, in order to show that there is 
no distinction betweon the soul and its qualities, as in the case of the 
Lord and His qualities. The distinction between the soul and its 
qualities is due to conventional difference or viéesa and not to real 
difference or bheda. Hence it is that the soul is both knowledge 
and a knower.5 

Like others, he holds that there are broadly two kinds of souls— 
those in bondage and those that are free—with various sub-divisions.® 
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2 Of. Baladeva’s doctrine of Visesa and his consequent doctrine of the 
identity of the Lord and His attributes and body. Sec below. 

3 S.K., p.7. Vide Baladeva, below. 

4 Op. cit., pp. 5-8. 5 Op. cù., p. ). 

6 Op. cit., p. 14. Cf. V.R.M. See above. 
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(ii) Criticism of the Advaita doctrine of the jiva. 
A. Criticism of Pratibimba-vdda. 


He criticises the Pratibimba-vàda exactly after Purusottama. 
He points out that the statement that the soul is a reflection of 
Brahman is to be understood as denoting figuratively that it is 
dependent on Brahman just as the reflection is dependent on the 
object reflected.1 -= 


B. Criticism of Avaccheda-väda. 


He here follows Devacarya exactly.2 


(c) THE act. 
(i) Its nature, etc. 


The acit, as pointed out above, is of three kinds, prakrti or matter, 
kala or time and karma or action.? He accepts the usual Simkhya 
theory of creation. 


(ii) Criticism of the Advaita view of the jagat. 
A. Criticism of Adhydsa-vdda. 


The doctrine that the world ‘of plurality is falsely superimposed 
on Pure Consciousness or Brahman, just as blue colour is falsely 
superimposed on the sky and is set aside by knowledge—is not tenable. 
Nothing can be superimposed on what is not an object of knowledge. 
The blue colour can be attributed to the sky because the sky is an 
object of knowledge—but Brahman is never so, according to the 
Advaitins. Further, what kind of knowledge effects the negation 
here—pure knowledge (Suddha) or knowledge of particular objects 
(vrtti-rüpa) ^ Not the first, because it being eternal, there will be 
an eternal negation of adhyàsa, i.e. there will be no cosmic illusion 
at all. Not the second, because if it be real, then Dualism must be 
admitted ; if it be‘unreal, then it cannot effect the negation. More- 
over, it can by no means be said that the cosmic illusion is due to 
ajfiàna. Does this ajfíiàna inhere in Brahman or in the individual 
soul? Brahman, who is pure .and eternal consciousness, cannot 
evidently be the substratum of ajfiana. Nor can the soul be the 
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1 §.K., pp. 5-6. Cf. V.R.M. See above. 2 See above. 
3 §.K., p. 221. * Op. cit., pp. 144ff. 
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substratum of ajfiana, since it itself is due to the ajfiána.! Further, 
is ajfiana real or unreal? It cannot be real, for then it cannot be 
set aside, and it cannot be unreal, because that will contradict such 
feelings “I am ignorant”, etc., which prove the existence of ajñāna. 
If it be said that ajfiàna is neither real nor unreal, then we point out 
that there is no proof of such an object which is neither real nor unreal. 
A pot is real, a sky-flower is unreal, but we never know something 
which is both. Further, on the doctrine of strict dualism, there can 
be no teacher of that doctrine, for the teacher must either be aware 
of this truth or not. If ho is aware of the truth that everything is 
Brahman, then evidently he cannot instruct his disciple who is identical 
with himself, and if he is not aware of this truth, he cannot evidently 
be a teacher.? 


(d) RELATION BETWEEN BRAHMAN, THE CIT AND THE ACIT. 


Harivyasadeva criticises, firstly, the Advaita view, as shown 
above. Secondly, he criticises also the Visistadvaita view, viz. that 
the sentient and the non-sentient constitute the attributes and the 
body of the Lord, yet are different from Him, otherwise the defects 
of the lattor will pertain to the former. He points out against this 
view that there can be no real difference between the Lord and His 
qualities and body—as shown above—and that it is after all un- 
necessary to take the sentient and the non-sentient to be the body of 
the Lord, since everything, being under His control and pervaded by 
Him, is of the form of Him.3 Thirdly, he criticises the view that the 
Lord and the sentient and the non-sentient are non-different, yet 
different. He points out that if there be non-difference between 
Brahman and the universe, the former will be contaminated by all 
the faults and defects of the latter, and the latter will be endowed 
with all the supreme excellences of the former. He concludes, 
therefore, that the real fact is that there is an essential difference 
between them, and takes Nimbarka as the representative of pure 
Dualism.5 This, of course, is a strange assertion on the part 


1 Cf. Sri. B., 1.1.1. See below under Purusottamaprasüda Vaisnava for 
further details. 
2 §.K., pp. 24ff. 8 Op. cit., p. 27. 4 Op. cit., pp. 27ff. 
5 Op. cit., pp. 22ff. '"Nimbáürkasya $uddham dvaitam evábhimatam", 
p. 22. Vide also Sànti-pàtha at the end of S.K., p. 39:— 
“Brahma satyam jagat satyam satyam bhedam api bruvan. 
Nimbarko Bhagavan vidbhih satyavādī nigadyate.” 
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of a follower of Nimbarka, seeing that Nimbarka himself never supported 

pure Dualism, but a doctrine of natural difference-non-difference.! 
This goes to show that Harivyásadeva was deeply influenced 

by the Madhva and Caitanya schools of thought, as noted above also. 


(e) Moxsa. 

Bondage consists in turning one's face away from the Lord 
(Bhagavad-bahir-mukha), while release consists in turning one's 
face towards the Lord (Bhagavat-sanmukha).2 So long as the 
soul is averse to the Lord, it remains connected with matter, i.e. with 
two kinds of bodies—subtle and gross. The subtle body accompanies 
the soul from birth to birth, while the gross body is created anew at 
the beginning of each creation and destroyed again. But when the 
soul comes to have a real devotion for the Lord, it gets rid of both 
these kinds of bodies.® 

There are two kinds of salvation—aisvaryyaénanda-pradhana 
and sevànanda-pradhàánà. The former consists in enjoying the 
lordship, etc. given to the freed by the Lord, the latter consists in 
abiding in eternal bliss by serving the Lord alone. The former is 
desired by the devotees who desire to enjoy objects given by the Lord, 
the latter by those who desire the Lord and the Lord alone. To 
them the service of the Lord is the source of the most supreme bliss 
and not a source of pain; etc. as ordinary servitude is.4 

Salvation may be, again, either gradual (krama-mukti) or imme- 
diate (sadyomukti). This also is a new point brought out. Hari- 
vyasadeva points out that some devotees who perform actions in a 
pure and unselfish spirit, first attain heaven, the Svarga-loka, and suc- 
cessively higher and higher regions, till they reach the highest, viz. 
the Satya-loka, the world of Brahma. There, when their fetters are 
completely broken, they, on the dissolution of that world, attain the 
Brahma-loka. This is krama-mukti. Some devotees, on the other 
hand, have their fetters broken at once through devotion, and the 
practice of hearing and the rest, and their subtle bodies are at once 
destroyod as a result and they go straight to the world of Brahman. 
This is sadyomukti. Both these kinds of devotees have to travel 
through the path of gods (Deva-yana-pantha) 5 to reach the region 
of Brahman.® 
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1 See above. 2 §.K., pp. 7, 11. 3 Op. cit., p. 7. 
* Op. ott., p. 13. 5 See pp. 60-61 of the thesis, Part 1. 
€ $.K., p. 12. Cf. Baladeva, below. 
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(f) THE sApHaANas. 


1. The first essential prerequisite of salvation is sat-sanga or 
company of the good. By resorting to good and holy men, one 
desirous of salvation comes to realise the real nature of the human 
body and the soul. 

2. This knowledge gives rise to a feeling of humbleness (dainya) 
in him and destroys his pride of knowledge, riches, etc. 

3. Then there arises in him an intense reverence (Sraddha) for 
the Lord Krsna, and he desires to dedicate himself completely to Him 
(prapatti). 

4. "This reverence for the Lord leads him to the $ravana, manana, 
etc. 

5. Thereupon, the Lord being pleased with his humbleness and 
reverence, takes pity on him and generates the spirit of self-surrender 
in him. 

6. Finally, the grace of the Lord generates a supreme devotion 
in him (bhakti), consisting in a special love for the Lord! and it leads 
to salvation. 

Thus: Sat-sanga— Dainya and Garva-háni-Sraddhà and Pra- 
patti-pravrtti+Sravana, etc.— Bhagavad-anugraha-» Prapatti— 
Bhakti-Mukti.? 

Self-surrender has six parts. Devotion, too, is of two kinds— 
viz. prema-visesa-laksané,—which, as pointed out above, arises from 
the grace of the Lord, and is the best kind of devotion and the best 
means, and sádhana-rüpikà, which arises through resorting to the 
Good and the Holy, and through the practice of Sravana and the rest. 
This second kind of devotion leads to the first and is of two kinds— 
viz. vidhi-bhakti and ruci-bhakti.4 The first kind of devotion (viz. 
prema-vi$esa-laksana) has five different modes, viz. Santa, dasya, 
sakhya, vatsalya and aujjvalya or madhuryya, typical examples of 
which are, respectively, the devotions of Vàmadeva and others; 
Uddhava and others; Sridáma, Sudama and Arjuna, etc.; Devaki, 
Vasudeva, etc.; Radha and others.5 This conception of the five-fold 
rasas or sentiments is a new point brought out, and distinctly 
borrowed from the Caitanya school of thought. 
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1 Cf. the meaning of the word “bhakti” in Nimbürka and Purugottama. 
See above. 

2 $.K., p. 37. 3 Of. V.R.M. See above. 

+ Cf. Baladeva. See below. 5 S.K., p. 37. 
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There are certain things which prevent the attainment of the 
Lord, viz. the ten kinds of sins against the Name (namaparadha) 
and the thirty-two kinds of sins of Service (sevüparàdha),! and all 
these are to be avoided with care by one who desires salvation.” 

We conclude, therefore, Harivyasadeva was deeply influenced 


by the Caitanya movement? and introduced many new ideas to his 
sect from that school of thought. 


IX. Purusottamaprasáda Vaisnava I. 
(1) LIFE AND DATE. 


Purusottamaprasada V aisnava is reputed to be Svabhidevacarya, 
the immediate disciple of Harivyasadeva and thirty-second after 
Nimbàrka.* This seems to bo supported by one of the opening verses 
in his work, where he says that he is making a collection of all scriptural 
truths in that work by means of the knowledge which he has gained 
through the grace of Harivyüsadeva.5 This suggests that he was the 
immediate disciple of Harivyásadeva and directly instructed by him. 

Nothing, unfortunately, is known of his life and date. His work 
supplies evidence of his great scholarship. 


(2) Wonxs. 


He wrote a copious commentary, styled “Sruty-anta-kalpa-valli”, 
on Nimbarka’s “Saviéesa-nirvisesa-Sri-Krsna-stava-raja””. 


(3) DooTRINE. 


The chief merit of Purusottamaprasádo is his very elaborate and 
scholarly criticism of the Advaita view, with which he seems to be 
concerned chiefly. One cannot but be amazed at his wonderful 
power of subtle argumentation. As regards his general doctrine, he 
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1 Cf. Baladeva. See below. 2 S.K., p. 39. 
3 In our list of preceptors, Harivyàsadeva is second after KeSavakaésmirin 
and hence must have flourished after Caitanya.' 
4 Preface to S.K., p. 6. 
6 $.K., Maügala-pàtha, Sloka 5, p. 1:— 
"Brt-Herivyásadevücürya-karuná-labdha-buddhinà. 
Vidugim kautukartham vai kriyate Sastra-samgrahah.”’ 
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accepts the usual tenets of the sect and often refers us back to 
Purusottama,! Devacarya,? and Sundarabhatta.3 


(a) Brahman. 


The Highest Reality—Brahman, Krsna and Hari—is an abode of 
all auspicious qualities and free from all inauspicious and material 
ones.$ The attributes and powers of the Lord are natural—parts and 
parcels of His very nature, and their denial, therefore, amounts to a 
denial of the very nature of the Lord. Qualities and powers may be of 
two kinds, natural and adventitious, e.g. the natural qualities of fire 
and water are heat and cold respectively, while their adventitious 
qualities are smoke and foam respectively. Now, we can say that fire 
is without smoke, or that water is without foam, but we can never 
say that fire is not hot, or water is not cold. The same is the case 
here.5 

As for the rest of the characteristics of the Lord, Purusottama 
follows others exactly. He points out, exactly like Purusottama and 
others, that the Lord embodies Himself as various incarnations, yet 
Himself remains full.6 The birth, work, quality, form and youth of 
the Lord are non-earthly.7 His birth means His voluntary appearance 
on earth as the various incarnations throughout the various ages— 
viz. as Rama, Krsna, Nrsimha, etc. His works consist in His creation, 
maintenance and destruction of the Universe, the protection of the 
good and the annihilation of the bad—the killing of Ravana, Sigupala, 
etc., the playful devices in Vrndavana, the stealing of cream, etc. His 
qualities are knowledge, etc. on the one hand and affection, etc. on the 
other. His forms are the various forms assumed by Him and His 
youth is His beauty, grace and charm.? 


(b) The cit and the acit. 


There is no special section regarding the nature, etc. of the soul 
and the universe in *Sruty-anta-kalpa-valli". The main topic being 
the Lord—the soul and the universe are discussed hero and there only 
in connection with the discussions of the Lord's nature, qualities, etc. 
He brings out no new point here, but exactly follows Purusgottama.? 


1 E.g., S.K., pp. 4, 16, 34, 128. 2 E.g., op. cit., p. 44. 
pp 


3 E.g. op. cit., pp. 32, 42. — * S.K., pp. 13-14. 5 Op. cit., p. 15. 
9 Op. cit., p. 4. 7 Vide Gita, 4.9; 11.5. 8 §.K., p. 34. 


9 Op. cit., pp. 31, 37-38, 41, ete. Cf. V.R.M. See above. 
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(c) Relation between Brahman, the cit and the acit. 


Here, also, he follows Purusottama exactly.! 


(d) Mokga. 


Here, also, no new point is brought out. 


(e) The sddhanas. 


Like Purusottama he speaks of five sadhanas, work, knowledge, 
etc. and defines them exactly after him.? Like others he emphasises 
the grace of the Lord as the direct cause of salvation. He points out 
that the manifestation of the Lord's grace is of two kinds—viz. 
sopüdhika and nirupadhika. The first is the grace which descends on 
those who pray to the Lord for the sake of attaining relief from pain, 
etc. Itisdueto particular s&dhanas resorted to by particular devotees 
wishing for particular ends, e.g. the manifestation of the Lord's grace 
to Draupadi, Dhruva, etc. The second kind of manifestation happens 
in the case of those devotees who do not pray to the Lord for any 
particular end. It is due to the will of the Lord, as in the case of 
Prahlada, Uddhava.and the rest. Hence it is that although a great 
many people see the Lord when He descends on earth as an incarnation, 
yet all of them do not become free, since they are not favoured by 
Him.‘ 

(f) The destiny of man. 


Here Purusottama follows Nimbarka exactly, viz. :— 
1. The knowers go to the world of Brahman through the path 
of Gods, not to return. 
2. The pious workers go to heaven, the world of the moon, 
through the path of Fathers, to return once more. 
3. The sinners go to hell to suffer terrible sufferings.5 


(g) Epistemology. 


* 
Here, also, he follows Purugottama exactly. 


1 $.K., pp. 27, 30-32, ete. Vide V.R.M. See above. 

2 Op. cit., p. 119. Cf. V.R.M. See above. 

3 Op. cit., p. 142. * Op. cit., p. 38. 
5 Op. cù., pp. 132, 141ff. See above. 

6 Op. cii., pp. 91-94 Vide V.R.M. See above. 
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(h) Criticism of rival theories. 


(i) Criticism of rival theories regarding Brahman. 
(A) Criticism of Nirviéega-vàda. 


Brahman cannot be pure distinctionless knowledge, for there 
are numerous passages in Scripture which designate Brahman as 
possessed of attributes. It cannot be said that the texts which 
designate Him as attributes are of a greater force than those which 
do not, for then we have to admit that the text “‘Non-existence alone 
was in the beginning" (Tait., 2.7) is of a greater force than the text 
"Existence alone was in the beginning” (Chand., 6.2.1). Moreover, 
the nirguna-texts do not conduce to salvation, e.g. the text When 
the seer sees the Golden Person”, etc. (Mund., 3.1.3) shows that the 
saguna-texts lead to salvation. The text “Sakgi ceta kevala nirguna " 
(Svet., 6.11) does not deny any and every quality to the Lord, but 
particular qualities only, viz. material and earthly qualities. If it be 
objected that the abovo text denies all qualities in general and not 
particular qualities only, then we point out that general statements 
are often modified by particular statements, e.g. the goneral statement 
*One should sacrifice animals" really means ''One should sacrifice 
goats". So is the case here. And, if the text docs really deny any 
and every quality to tho Lord, then how are you to explain the 
term ''sáksl", for ‘“‘saksi’? means one who sees, i.e. one who is the 
substratum of the quality of knowledge and according to the Advaitins, 
Brahman is not so.1 

Also why should Scripture first ascribe various qualities to 
Brahman with great care, and then deny any and every quality to 
Him, thereby contradicting itself and behaving like à mad man? 
Further, if Brahman be absolutely free from distinctions, Ho cannot 
be the object of Vedàntic discussions even, and this being so, Scripture 
becomes meaningless.? 

Also, if the qualities of the not-self are to be falsely superimposed 
on the self, then the latter must of necessity be possessed of some 
qualities which leads it to bo mistaken for the non-self, and some 
again which leads it to be recognised in its real character.? 
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1 §.K., pp. 53-54. 
2 Op. cit., p. 54. See above for further details. 
3 Op. cit., p. 55. See KeSavaküsmirin above. 
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Finally, what is the proof of such a Brahman, devoid of all 
distinctions? Neither perception, nor inference, nor even word which 
expresses a quality or an action or a universal. So we conclude that 
Brahman cannot be devoid of distinctions.! 


(B) Criticism of Aprameya-vada. 


Here he repeats the argument of Purusottama, viz. :— 


Whatever is outside the sphere of all knowledge is tuccha, like 
the sky-flower, 

Brahman is outside the sphere of all knowledge, 

Therefore Brahman is tuccha.? 


(C) Criticism of Adhydsa-vada. 


The view that ajfiána is illusorily superimposed on Brahman 
is absolutely untenable, for the very existence of ajfiàna is untenable. 

Thus, first, what is the à$raya or substratum of ajnana,—pure 
consciousness, i.e. Brahman; the omniscient, i.e. ISvara; or the 
individual soul? „It cannot be said that pure consciousness is the 
substratum ofajfiàna, because just as light and darkness cannot 
co-exist, so knowledge and nescience, being mutually exclusive, cannot 
co-exist. Ajfiána is that which is put to an end by knowledge, but if 
the two may co-exist, then it cannot be said that knowledge contradicts 
ajfidna and this amounts to a denial of the very nature of knowledge. 
This difficulty is not removed if it be pointed out that ajfiàna, though 
not contradicted by pure knowledge, is negatived by vrtti-jfiàna or 
knowledge of particular objects,—for according to the Advaitins, vrtti- 
jiiana, because of being due to the antahkarana, or the internal organ, 
is not real knowledge, but figurative, and what is aupacarika can never 
accomplish what the real object does, e.g. if we say “The sacrificial 
post is the sun", then evidently the sacrificial post, the figurative sun, 
can never remowe darkness as the real sun can do. Also, if knowledge 
be not opposed to ajfidna, then it must cease to be jiiana and be non- 
sentient like pots, etc. The fact is that jfiàna and ajfiàna are mutually 
opposed and hence the latter can never inhere in the former.? 


SP 


1 §.K., p. 55. See under Purusottama above for details. 
2 Op. cit., p. 55. See V.R.M. See above. 
3 Op. cit., p. 111. 
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It may be urged here that just as the owl is in complete darkness 
in spite of the sun’s bright rays all around, there being no opposition 
between the sunlight which is real and the darkness experienced by 
the owl, which is unreal, so there is no opposition between the real 
jfiana and the unreal ajfiána so that the one may be the substratum 
of the other. To this we reply: Although the sunlight is not opposed 
to unreal darkness, yet there is real darkness too besides this unreal 
darkness and it is opposed to this real darkness. Hence although the 
sunlight may be the substratum of one kind of darkness, viz. unreal 
darkness, yet it is actually opposed to real darkness, and so its being 
the substratum of unreal darkness does not contradict its real nature 
as opposed to darkness. But in the case under hand there is no other 
rea] ajfiána, opposed to jfíàna, and hence if jfiana be not opposed to 
this ajfiana, we have to say that jiana is not opposed to ajfiána at all. 
Further, the Advaitins cannot say that ajfidna is unreal, for in that 
case the individual soul, which is really of the form of bliss, must be 
said to be subject to unreal miseries only, while the fact is that pains, 
miseries, etc. of the soul are very real, so long as its bondage continues. 
Further, perceptions like “I am ignorant "—which prove the existence 
of real ajfiána—must be regarded as false on this view. If it be urged 
that no harm is done if the perception “I am ignorant” be taken as 
false, since this perception, like other perceptions: “I am fat”, etc. 
is after all nothing but a falso perception, brought about by the false 
superimposition of the body on the soul or of the ahamkàra on the 
consciousness, the substratum of ajfiàna,—then we point out that the 
very allegation of the falsity of the perception “I am ignorant" 
presupposes consciousness as the substratum of ajndna,—the point we 
are disputing about. Also the perception “I am ignorant” cannot be 
false, being not due to dosas (as any illusory perception is).! 

Finally, is the ajfíána of the pure consciousness natural or due to 
limiting adjuncts? If the former, then like its other natural qualities 
of bliss, etc. it can never be negated. If the latter, then what is the 
limiting adjunct here? If the ajfidna be such an adjunct, then there 
will arise a logical fallacy, since ajfiana cannot itself be its own adjunct. 
If, again, something else be the limiting adjunct, then there will arise 
another logical fallacy or arguing in a circle, for this something else 
is due to ajfidna (all duality being due to ajfiàna) and ajfidna itself is 
due to that something else (which is its limiting adjunct).? 


1 §.K., p. 112. 2 Op. cit., p. 114. 
TO 
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Hence, the view that pure consciousness is the substratum of 
ajfidna cannot be maintained in any way. 

The omniscient Iévara too cannot be the substratum of ajfidna. 
To say that the omniscient is the substratum of ajfiána is just as 
absurd as to say that the sun is the substratum of darkness. It may 
be argued that omniscience itself is due to avidyà, whether it means 
being a knower (pramátrtva), since the self is never a knower, but pure 
knowledge; or it means knowing one’s own nature (svarüpa-jfiapti), 
since the real nature of the self which is absolutely unassociated can 
become an object of knowledge, only through avidyà. In answer, we 
point out that to say that the Omniscient Being is a product of ajfiana 
is to talk like a.man without sense, since only one who is devoid of all 
avidyà can ever be an Omniscient Being. Also, the qualities of being 
a knower (pramatrtva) and self-knowledge (savrüpa-jfiapti) are never 
based on avidyà. To say that the self is unassociated simply means 
that it is not touched by any faults and not that it is never an 
object of knowledge.! 

If it be said that even if there can be no connection of lévara with 
avidyà, yet there may very well be connection between Iévara and 
Maya, the latter being the lilopakarana or an implement of sport of 
the former,—then we ask: What exactly is meant by the term ‘maya’ 
here? Does it mean a particular kind of ajñāna, or a particular kind 
of power belonging to gods and the rest of creating fire, water and 
other real objects, without the aid of external implements, or the 
power of a magician to show non-existing objects? Not the first, 
because as ajfiana in general is not possible in Iévara—as shown 
above,—no particular kind of ajfiana can be possible in Him, and 
ajfíàna is never seen to be an implement of sport. Nor the second, 
for that goes against the Advaita view and supports ours. Nor the 
third, because there being no souls to be deluded, no deluding is possible. 
Further, if this power be true, then there will be no Non-dualism; if 
imagined by the soul, then it will cease to delude it; if imagined by 
lévara, then Iévara will be subject to ajfiàna.? 

Finally, the soul cannot be the substratum of ajfiàna, because it 
itself is due to ajfiána. 

Hence, ajfiàna has no àáraya or substratum. 


1 S.K., p. 144. 2 Op. cit., p. 114. 
3 Op. cit. 
IOB 
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Secondly, there is no visaya or object of ajfiàna. It may be said 
that pure consciousness alone can be the object of ajfidna, since every- 
thing else is itself due to ajfiana and is non-sentient and as such non- 
manifest, so that it cannot again be veiled up by ajfíàna, i.e. be its 
object. Here we ask: What exactly is meant by this veiling up of the 
pure consciousness? Does it mean the disappearance or lopa of the 
self-manifested naturé of Brahman, or its non-origin or anutpatti ? 
Neither,—because what is ever-existent can never have lopa or anut- 
patti. Also, if there be no manifestation of Brahman, there can be no 
manifestation of anything else. It cannot be said that this veiling 
up of Brahman means that Brahman, though having manifestation, 
is not connected with any object, for (according to the Advaitins) 
pure consciousness does not refer to any object. It cannot be said 
that this veiling up of Brahman means any hindrance to the act of 
manifestation, because (according to the Advaitins) there is nothing 
besides pure consciousness, so that there can be no obstacle. It 
cannot be said that the veiling up of Brahman means having such 
perceptions like ‘‘Brahman is not", “Brahman does not manifest 
Himself", because whether such perceptions be recognitions or mere 
affirmations, in either case, such percepts are the result of the veiling 
up of Brahman and cannot, therefore, be the cause of the veiling up of 
Brahman. On this view, since there is no perceptions, etc. during 
deep sleep, there must be absence of veiling during that period. It 
cannot be said that the veiling up of Brahman means the absence of 
such perceptions: “Brahman is", “Brahman manifests itself”, ete., 
for if such perceptions be recognitions, then at present the individual 
soul has the recognition of its own nature and therefore the recognition 
of Brahman (the soul being identical with Brahman), and as such there 
can be no veiling up of Brahman during the state of mundano oxistence. 
On the other hand, thero is no recognition of Brahman during the state 
of salvation (the soul being not a perceiver during salvation according 
to the Advaitins), and no withdrawal of the veil. If, again, such 
perceptions be simple affirmations, then also, the freed soul not being 
a perceiver, Brahman must continue to be veiled during salvation as 
well. It cannot be said that the veiling up of Brahman means such 
perceptions like “Brahman exists" and absence of such perceptions 
like “Brahman does not exist”, for these perceptions themselves are 
theresult of the veiling up of Brahman (since according to the Advaitins 
the soul is not really a perceiver, but appears to be so through 
illusory superimposition). It cannot be said that the manifestation of 
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Brahman is real, while His non-manifestation is non-real, being brought 
about by ajñāna which is mithyà and hence both manifestation and 
non-manifestation of Brahman are possible, there being no opposition 
between the true manifestation and the false non-manifestation,—for 
evidently the two are opposed, or the one (viz. manifestation) cannot 
negate the other (viz. non-manifestation). It cannot be said also that 
the self-manifested Being is one who, though not knowable, is yet 
perceived to be free from all contradictions, and that the veiling up of 
this self-manifested being means the pràgabhàva! of that fréedom from 
contradiction,—for Brahman is free from all contradictions right from 
the very beginning and cannot therefore become so after the removal 
of any veil or ajfíàna. Also, during the state of mundane existence 
there is only prágabhàva of this manifestation or perception of Brahman 
as free from all contradictions, but during the state of salvation, there 
is an absolute destruction of it, since the freed soul is never a per- 
ceiver according to the Advaitins. But is it not absolutely absurd 
to say that there is no non-veiling of Brahman during salvation even ? 
Also, the pot, inside which a lamp has been put, does not really destroy 
the light of the lamp, but simply covers it up from some one 
else. Similarly, the. Advaita doctrine is that ajfiána does not really 
destroy the manifestation of Brahman, but simply veils it up for the 
time being. But to veil it up means to veil it up from some one else, 
and who is that some one from whom ajiidna veils Brahman? It 
cannot be the individual soul, for it itself is due to the veiling up of 
Brahman by ajfiàna. 

Thus we conclude that the notion of the veiling up of Brahman by 
ajfiàna cannot be logically defined and hence that pure consciousness 
cannot be the object or visaya of ajfiàna.? 

Nor can the soul's distinction from the body, etc., the soul's not 
being an enjoyer, etc., and non-distinction of Brahman, absence of & 
second, or the soul which is one without a second, can be the visaya or 
object of ajfiana,—for if these be merely of the nature of the soul, 
then, as shown above, they can never be the object of ajfiàna; if they 
be different from the soul, then there will be no Non-dualism, as 
held by the Advaitins; and if they be due to ajfíána, then there will 
arise the logical fallacy of mutual dependence. It cannot be said that 
although they are identical with the soul, the self-manifested, yet they 


1 The pragabhava of an object is its non-existence priortoitsactualexistence. 
3 S.K., pp. 116-118. 
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can remain veiled, due to their imaginary difference from it,—for as 
shown above, this imaginary difference itself is not possible without the 
prior veiling up of Brahman.! 

Hence we conclude that ajfiana has no visaya or object. 

Thirdly, it cannot be said that ajñāna is something imagined, for 
there is no one to imagine it. Thus, Brahman cannot be the imaginer 
here, because Brahman, according to the Advaitins, is inactive and 
therefore cannot do anything. Further, in that case, Brahman, the 
imaginer, being permanent, the imagination itself must be so, i.e. 
ajñāna must be permanent, so that no salvation would be ever possible. 
Nor can ajüàna itself be the imaginer here, for one cannot imagine 
one's own self. Further, ajfíiàna too is inactive like Brahman and 
therefore cannot be an imaginer. Nor can Brahman and ajñāna 
together be the imaginer here, because that will lead to the logical 
fallacy of mutual dependence. Nor can someone else be the imaginer 
here, for there is nothing else, according to the Advaitins, besides 
these two. And, if the existence of another ajñāna be admitted as the 
imaginer of ajfiàna, then that ajfiana will need another ajfidna as its 
imaginer, and that another and so on to infinity. Thus, there can be 
no imagination of ajfidna and hence no existence of ajfiàna.? 

Fourthly, ajfiàna cannot be said to be mithyà, for no logical 
definition of ‘mithyaétva’ is possible. It cannot be said that the 
mithyà is what is separated from the real or tho sat,—for a real object 
itself is separated from a different veal object and must become mithyà 
on this definition. It cannot be said that the mithyüis what is not the 
locus of the quality of existence or sattva»—for‘then, Brahman who, 
according to the Advaitins, is not the substratum of any quality, 
must become mithyà. It cannot be said that mithyà is what is not 
the object of any pramàna, or means of knowledge, for the mithyà 
silver is an object of knowledge, viz. “This is a nacre and not a silver". 
It cannot be said that the mithyà is what is never the direct object of 
any positive knowledge (and not of the negative roundabout knowledgo 
as quoted above),—for the world, which is mithyā according to the 
Advaitins, is the object of positive knowledge. It cannot be said the 
mithyà is what is without existence, for what is without existence can 
never be perceived, as the mithy& world is. It cannot be said that the 
mithyà is what is an object of error, for Brahman, as the locus of error, 
is the object of error. It cannot be said that the mithyà is what is the 
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object of that knowledge which corrects an illusion (badhaka-jfiana, 
viz. ‘‘This is a nacre and not a silver”),—for Brahman is the object of 
such a knowledge. It cannot be said that the mithyà is what is 
capable of being negated by knowledge,—for a prior piece of knowledge 
may very well be set aside by a later piece of knowledge, but that does 
not mean that the former is mithyà. It cannot be said that the 
mithyà is what is absolutely absent from the substratum to which it is 
(falsely) attributed,—for the absolute absence of an attributed, i.e. 
unreal, connection is different from that of a non-attributed, i.e. real 
one. Finally, it cannot be said that the mithyà is avidyà or an effect 
of avidyà, for the distinction between Brahman and the individual 
soul, for example, is mithyà, according to the Advaitins, yet is not an 
effect of avidyà, being beginningless or anàdi. 

Hence we conclude that no definition of mithyatva is possible.! 

Also, what is the proof of mithyaétva? Not perception, for one 
can perceive only what is present and near at hand and not what is 
negated in the past, present and future (as avidyà is according to the 
Advaitins). Nor inference, because inference is based on perception; 
nor, finally, Scripture, because none would admit that Scripture is 
concerned with establishing ajfiana.2. 

Thus, there is neither any definition nor any proof of mithyatva. 
Hence, ajfiana cannot be said to be mithya. 

Fifthly, what exactly is meant by the term ''ajfiana" * What is 
the meaning of the prefix “nañ” here? There are six possible 
meanings of the prefix '"nafí",—viz. tat-sádr$ya or similarity; tad- 
abhava or absence; tadanyatva or otherness; tad-alpatà or littleness; 
aprasastya or worthlessness; and virodha or contradiction. Now, it 
cannot be said that ajfiana is what is similar to knowledge. Two things 
are said to be similar, when though different, they possess many 
similar qualities, e.g. ' Abráhmana Ksatriya’’ means a Ksatriya who is 
similar to à Bráhmana in many qualities. But ajfíàna does not 
possess any quality or property of jfiana. It cannot be said that ajfiána 
is the absence of jítàna, for if ajfiana be something non-existence then 
evidently, it cannot be a cause. It cannot be said that ajfiana is other 
than jiiana, for that implies difference, just as the expression 
** Abráhmana Sudra ” implies a Sudra who is different from a Brahmana, 
and in that case there will be two realities—jfiàna and ajfiana and no 
Non-dualism. It cannot be said that ajfiána is little knowledge, for 
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then it will fall under the category of jfiàna, a little knowledge being 
knowledge all the same, just as the word “Anudari kany&'' means a 
girl who has a belly, though a small one. It cannot be said that 
ajfiàna means worthless knowledge, for then too it will fall under the 
category of jfidna, just as the word “apandita’’ means one who is a 
pandita, though not a good one. Finally, it cannot be said that 
ajfiàna is opposed to jfiana, for just as the word ‘“‘asura’’ means one 
who is opposed to the Suras (or gods), so here too, jfíàna and ajfiàna 
must be on a par with each other and co-exist,—which is not admitted. 

Thus we conclude that no etymological meaning of the term 
“ajfidna’’ is possible.! 

Thus we find that no substratum, object, imaginer and etymo- 
logical meaning of ajfiana are possible. Hence the very existence of 
ajfiàna is not tenable.? 

And if there can be an ajñāna, there can be no adhyàsa or super- 
imposition of ajfíàna on Brahman. 

Further, is that on which ajfiana is superimposed (ie. the 
adhisthàna) of the nature of knowledge and opposed to ajfiéna and 
not opposed to it? It cannot be opposed to ajfiána, for there can be 
no mutual superimposition or adhyasa between two opposed things, 
e.g. & silver is falsely superimposed on a nacre, to which it is similar, 
and not on a rope to which it is opposed.* It also cannot be non- 
opposed to ajfiana, for then there can evidently be no cessation of 
ajfiàna. Also to say that jñāna is not opposed to ajfiàna is, as pointed 
out above, simply ridiculous. It cannot be said that although svarüpa- 
jfiana or knowledge of the self, is not opposed to ajfiana, yet pramana- 
janyajfiana, i.e. vrtti-jfiàna or knowledge gained through perception, 
etc., is opposed to ajñāna and negates it, for then jana and ajfiàna 
will come to be concerned with different objects. Thus, what is the 
object of this vrtti-jfiàna ? Is it pure Brahman or qualified Brahman ? 
Not the first, for the Advaitins do not admit that Brahman is ever the 
object of vrtti-jfiàna. Nor the second, for then, as pointed out above, 
jfiana and ajfiana will be concerned with different objects, and there- 
fore the former will not be able to negate the latter. Thus, the 
ajfiàna regarding a pillar cannot be removed by jiiana regarding a pot, 


1 $.K., pp. 4-5. 
2 See below “Criticism of Pratibimba-vüda"' for further, criticisms, viz. 
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but only by jiiana regarding the pillar. Similarly, the jfíána regarding 
qualified Brahman cannot negate the ajfiana regarding pure Brahman. 
Thus we conclude that Brahman cannot be the substratum of the 
superimposition.! 

Further, if ajfiana be superimposed on Brahman, then does it 
veil the very nature of Brahman or His qualities? Not the first, 
for then the entire universe will be dark; nor the second, because 
Brahman has no qualities according to the Advaitins. It cannot be 
said that although Brahman is devoid of qualities, yet ajfiana may 
very well veil the bliss-portion of Brahman, while the knowledge- 
and the existence-portions remain unveiled so that the world does not 
become dark,—for the Advaitins do not admit of any qualities, like 
bliss, etc. Nor can it be said that bliss, etc. are not qualities of 
Brahman, but portions of His very nature,—for Brahman, the form- 
less, can have no parts. If He does, then He will be mithya like pots 
and the rest who possess parts. Thus we conclude that there can be 
no superimposition of ajfiana on Brahman, i.e. Brahman cannot be 
the substratum of adhyàsa.? 

Further, Brahman being absolutely devoid of qualities and 
distinctions cannot be the substratum of adhyàsa, for such a sub- 
stratum, as shown above,? must have certain qualities which leads, 
on the one hand, to the superimposition and on the other, negates it, 
and Brahman, according to the Advaitins, is absolutely devoid of 
qualities.* 

Further, is the nature of pure Brahman veiled by ajüàna or 
not? Not the first, for then Brahman cannot be the substratum; 
nor the second, for then there being the manifestation of the very 
nature of Brahman, there can be no adhyasa.® 

Thus we conclude that Brahman cannot be the substratum of 
adhyàsa. And hence there can be no substratum of adhyàsa at all, 
because, according to the Advaitins, there is nothing besides Brahman. 
Hence, there being no substratum of adhyàsa, the adhyàsa itself is 
not possible. 

Finally, there is no one who can superimpose or falsely attribute 
ajfiàna on Brahman. Attribution always implies one who attributes, 
but neither Brahman, nor ajñāna, nor someone else can do so. Hence 
there being no one to effect the adhyasa, adhyàsa itself is not possible.® 
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Thus, we find that there can be no adhyaésa—or superimposition— 
of ajfidna on Brahman, because the very existence of ajfiána, which is 
superimposed, is not possible, because no substratum of the super- 
imposition is possible, and because no effector of the superimposition 
is possible. 


` (D) Criticism of the Advaita view that Brahman is the 
Updddana-kdrana of the world. 


Our view is of course that Brahman is both the material and 
nimitta, efficient, cause of the world. But consistently with their 
views, the Advaitins cannot hold that Brahman is the material cause 
of the world,—for what exactly do they mean when they call Brahman 
the material cause? It may be said that just as two threads, twisted 
together, are the cause of a rope, so Brahman is the material cause of 
the world as qualified by maya, or as possessed of the power of maya, 
or as the substratum of máyà.! On the first view, just as two threads 
are the cause of the rope, so Brahman and maya together aro the 
material cause of the world, while Brahman Himself, not associated 
with maya, is changeless. On the second view, Brahman is the cause 
through the contamination of maya, while Brahman, not so con- 
taminated, is changeless. On the third view, just as the fibre is the 
material cause of a piece of cloth through the thread, so Brahman is 
the material cause of the world through maya, while Brahman without 
maya is changeless. 

To this we reply: The first view is untenable, for just as both the 
threads have to undergo transformation in order to produce the rope, 
so both Brahman and maya must be transformed into the form of the 
world, so that Brahman cannot be said to be changeless. Also, if 
Brahman, the real, be the material cause of the world, the world too 
must be real, just as'& piece of cloth, made of white and not white 
threads, is white. It cannot be said that the world may be argued to 
be real, only if its material cause is solely real, and not a mixture of 
the real (Brahman) and the unreal (maya),—for in that case, the world 
which is anirvacaniya, according to the Advaitins, must have a solely 
anirvacanlya cause, but there is no such thing as an anirvacaniya 
material cause. 

The second view also is untenable. If Brahman be the cause, 
when in contact with màyà, then He must be like clay, etc., which 
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are also causes. Also, if it be held that Brahman, as contaminated by 
maya, undergoes a real transformation, then evidently the world can- 
not be said to be a vivarta or illusory transformation. If it be said 
that the world is a real transformation of Brahman, contaminated by 
maya, while it is an illusory transformation of the pure Brahman, 
then we point out that in that case there must be attributed changes 
in the pure Brahman, and what is really changeless can have no 
attributed changes even. l 

The third view also is untenable. We find that the fibre is the 
material cause of the thread and the thread again is the material cause 
of the cloth, and in this way alone the fibre is the material cause of the 
cloth through the thread. But this does not evidently hold good in 
the case of Brahman and maya, for Brahman is not the material 
cause of maya, as the fibre is of the thread, so that it cannot be said 
that Brahman is the material cause of the world through maya. It 
cannot be said that Brahman is the material cause of maya in the 
sense of being the substratum of the cosmic illusion, for that Brahman 
cannot be such a substratum has already been shown,! and further, 
it is not possible to define à material cause as being the substratum 
of error, for clay, etc., which are material causes, are not so, while 
nacre, etc., which are so, are not material causes.? 

The same arguments go to refute the view that vivarta means 
assuming another unreal form, parinàma means assuming another real 
form, while upádànatva (or being the material cause) means assuming 
another form (real or unreal) and hence Brahman can be the material 
cause in the sense of having illusory transformation, while ajfiàna too 
is the material cause as having real transformation. The Advaitins 
themselves hold that what is mithyà must have a mithyà material 
cause, for if the cause be real, the effect must also be so, and hence 
the Advaitins themselves deny that the real can have any unreal form, 
since this would imply the discarding of the very nature of the real. 
Hence the conclusion cannot but be that the real Brahman can have 
no vivarta, or unreal form. Also, if Brahman were to assume an 
unreal form, then Brahman, as pointed out many times before,9 must 
possess certain qualities which leads Him to assume (i.e. be mistaken 
as) that particular unreal form, instead of any other. But Brahman 
has no qualities according to the Advaitins. Hence the world cannot 
be an illusory transformation of Brahman. Nor is the world a real 


1 See above. 3 S.K., pp. 58-59. 3 See above. 
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transformation of ajfiana. Parinàma means a real transformation 
into a real object, as the parinàma of a lump of clay into a pot. But 
an unreal object (which the world is according to the Advaitins) does 
not imply any parinàma, e.g. an illusory silver does not. 

Thus we find that Brahman cannot be the material cause of the 
world on the Advaita doctrine. The Advaitins cannot get out of the 
difficulty by pointing out that maya is the material cause, Iévara is 
the efficient cause and Brahman is the substratum, because according 
to the Advaitins also, the material cause and the efficient causes of the 
world are identical. Here our author follows KeSavakaémirin.® 


(E) Criticism of the Advaita doctrine of Iévara. 


It cannot be said that lávara is Brahman, limited by maya,‘ 
for then Iévara, being subject to ignorance and illusion, cannot be said 
to be omniscient. To say that one who is associated with maya is 
omniscient is as absurd as to say that the blind is ‘lotus-eyed’.® 

Also, according to the Advaitins, lévara or mayéa-limited con- 
sciousness is the creator of the world and not Brahman or pure con- 
sciousness. Now, in what exactly docs [évara’s creatorship consist ? 
Is Iévara a creator in the sense of being a locus, like a nacre; or in the 
sense of being the perceiver of the adhyàsa or false superimposition 
like a mistaken person; or in the sense of being a deluder, like a 
magician; or in the sense of acting with a definite intention to produce 
a definite effect by means of perceivable implements like a potter ? 
Not the first, for evidently creatorship does not mean passively being 
a locus only, but the creator must essentially be active. Scripture 
bears testimony to the fact that the creator of names and forms 
resolves to be many 9; but can one resolve to be something false ? 
Hence, why should lévara voluntarily wish to be something false ? 
Hence not the second, for why should lévara voluntarily wish to see 
an illusion? A person under an illusion does not voluntarily see the 
illusory object, because for the time being he is perfectly certain that 
what he is perceiving is true. Not the third, since there being at that 
time no individual soul to be deluded, 1ávara cannot be a deluder. 
Also, Scripture tells us, as pointed out above, that the creator, prior 
to creating the world, formed the resolve: “Let me evolve (i.e. 
create) names and forms” (Chand., 6.3.2), but a magician never resolves 


1 §.K., p. 59. 2 Op. cit., p. 60. 3 See above. 
* Mayavacchinna. 5 S.K., p. 60. € Vide Chand., 6.2.1. 
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"Let me create", but only that “Let me show kings, etc.". Nor, 
finally, the fourth, for in that case the world cannot be false. A 
potter never creates an imaginary pot, but always æ real one. An 
imaginary object can never be created, whether by a non-mistaken 
person, or by a mistaken. 

Thus, we conclude that the Advaita view of Iévara is absolutely 
untenable. 


(F) Criticism of the Advaita interpretation of the text 
“ Ekamevådvitīiyam ”. 


In the celebrated text ''Ekamevàdvitiyam"' (Chànd., 6.2.1), the 
word ''eka" (= one) means that the Lord is absolutely independent, 
while the term ''advitiya" (= without a second) means that the 
Lord has nothing equal to or supericr to Himself, i.e. whatever there 
is besides the Lord is absolutely dependent on the Lord. ‘Thus, 
even the qualities and powers, etc. of the Lord are not independent, 
but depend on the Lord, Who is their very essence.? 

Or, an alternative explanation may be offered, viz.: The term 
“eka” denies that sentient beings (ie. the souls) are independent; 
the term ''advitiya'* denies that non-sentient objects (i.e. the world, 
etc.) are independent; while the term ''eva" denies that the own 
qualities of the Lord are independent. Thus, the text means that the 
cit, the acit and the svagata-dharmas of the Lord, being of the essence 
of the Lord, are non-distinct from Him. In this sense alone the 
Lord is one and without a second. 

According to the Advaitins, however, the above text denies 
three kinds of differences to Brahman, viz. sajátiya or difference from 
the sentient; vijatiya or difference from the non-sentient ; and svagata 
or difference from His own qualities and powers. But this view is 
absolutely untenable. Here the term ''eva" does not imply any 
discrimination from something else, e.g. the expression *'Sankham- 
pàándu eva" means that the conch-shell is white and does not deny 
the connection of the conch-shell with anything else. Similarly the 
expression “Partha eva dhanurdharah”’ means that Partha is a 
warrior with bow in hands, but does not deny his connection with 
something else. Hence, the expression “Ekam eva advitiyam" 4 


1 §.K., pp. 60-61. 2 Op. cit., p. 16. 8 Op. cit., p. 17. 
* The whole passage is: ‘“‘Sadeva saumya idamagra àsit ekamevadvitiyam”’ 
(Chand., 6.2.1). l 
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means simply that the Sat is eka and advitiya and not that the Sat 
has no connection with anything else. Further, ifthe term “advitiya”’ 
implies the absence of a second, then the term ''eka"' becomes a mere 
superfluity. Hence it cannot be said that the term ''agre" implies 
time and the term “dvitiya’’ implies an object, as according to the 
Advaitins nothing besides Brahman ever exists in the present, never 
did so in the past and will never do so in the future. That is, if 
Brahman be always without a second, then there is no sense in saying 
that He was so in the beginning (agre). Further, if the term 'advitiya" 
does not deny the absence of a second, then there will be no Non- 
dualism (for then, there will be at least two realities—Brahman and 
this absence of a second), and if it does not, then too, there will be no 
Non-dualism.! Further, what exactly is meant by the term “sat” in 
the above text? It cannot mean the pure Brahman, for according to 
the Advaitins the pure Brahman cannot be expressed by any word or 
sentence. It cannot mean Brahman with the limiting adjunct of 
máyà, for then the Advaitins themselves have to admit difference, 
ie. if maya be different from Brahman whom it limits, then there 
can be no Non-dualism ; if non-different, then Brahman Himself will 
become of the form of avidyà. Finally, it cannot mean the sub- 
stratum of the adhyàsa of ajfidna, for, as shown above,? Brahman 
cannot be the substratum of ajfiàna.? 


(ii) Criticism of rival theories regarding the jiva. 
(A) Criticism of Pratibimba-vàáda. 


It cannot be said that the individual soul is a reflection of Brahman 
on avidya, for, in the first place, the very existence of avidya is not 
possible, no definition and proof of avidy& being possible. Thus, it 
cannot be said that avidyà is that which is without beginning and a 
positive entity, yet is negated by knowledge,5 for the ajfiána regarding 
the illusory silver is by no means without a beginning, so that the 
above definition is too narrow. Again ajfiàna cannot be a positive 
entity, for if ajñāna, a positive entity, were to give rise to an illusion 
which is not a positive entity, then we have to admit that a false 
something may arise from a real something. But this cannot be, for 
the cause and the effect must be of the same nature. Yet if the 
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illusion be not due to ajfíàna, it cannot be put to an end by jfíàna. 
Also, according to the Advaitins themselves, ajfiana is different from 
both existence and non-existence, so how can they hold again that it 
is a positive entity? Again, ajfiàna cannot be always negated by 
knowledge, e.g. ajfiàna persists in the jivan-muktas in spite of their 
knowledge; also in spite of knowing perfectly well that the trees on 
the banks of a river are standing upright, we cannot help seeing them 
upside down on the surface of the river. Further, if ajfidna be negated 
by knowledge, then it cannot be without a beginning, for that which is 
simply due to the false imagination of one thing as another, that which 
is due to some or other defects, and that which has no existence beyond 
perception, can never be beginningless, e.g. the illusory silver which is 
due to the false imagination by a man of a nacre as a silver to some 
defects of eyesight, want of proper light, etc. and persists so long as 
the error persists, is not beginningless. Further, if ajfiana be a positive 
entity, then it cannot be negated by knowledge. Thus, the first part 
of the above definition of ajñäna (viz. that it is beginningless and a 
positive entity) comes into conflict with the last part (viz. that it is 
negated by knowledge). It may be said that the specific vyapti, viz. 
* Ajfiáàna is negated by jiiana’’, is of a greater force than the general 
vyüpti “What is beginningless and a positive entity is not negated 
by knowledge" and ajfíàna (according to us) is different not only 
from existence but also from non-existence, so that although being 
different from non-existence, it cannot ne negated, as the self cannot 
be, yet being different from existence, it can nevertheless be negated 
like pragabhava.! To this we reply that in that case, i.e. if a specific 
vyapti be taken to be of a greater force than a general vyüpti, we 
may very well infer any and every thing, e.g. we may very well hold 
that the specific vyapti “Whatever is a hill is without fire" con- 
tradicts the general vyapti “Whatever smokes is on fire". Further, 
a specific vyàpti regarding ajfidna, as held by the Advaitins, is not 
possible, since vyapti is à general statement regarding a class of things, 
but ajfidna, as hell by the Advaitins—i.e. ajñāna which is beginningless, 
a positive entity and negated by knowledge, is without any parallel, 
as other kinds of ajfiána, viz. the ajfidna regarding a nacre, are neither 
beginningless nor positive entities, and hence ajñāna as held by the 
Advaitins, being the only one of its kind, cannot be the subject of any 
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may be negated, then we have to say that atyantabhava! too, which is 
different from existence, may be negated. Thus we find that the 
definition of avidyà as that which is beginningless, a positive entity 
and negated by knowledge, is not tenable.? 

Avidya cannot be defined also as the material cause of error, for, 
as shown above, illusion being not a positive entity cannot have 
ajfiana, a positive entity, as its material cause. If again an illusion 
be taken to be a positive entity (for the sake of argument), still then it 
cannot have ajfiàna, which is different from existence, for its material 
cause, since the cause and the effect must be of the same nature. An 
illusion is the knowledge of an object. Now, according to us, both the 
object of an illusion and the illusory knowledge are real, and hence 
they can have a material cause. Of course, ajñāna is not their material 
cause, but the illusory object, viz. “silver”, has real ingredients as its 
material cause, while the illusory knowledge, viz. “‘This is a piece of 
silver", has the mind as its material cause. But according to the 
Advaitins neither the illusory object nor the illusory knowledge is 
real, so how can they have material cause? Hence, it cannot be said 
that ajfidna is the material cause of illusion. Also, ajfiána cannot be 
a material cause, because it is not an existent something, according to 
the Advaitins. Otherwise we have to admit that prágabháva 5 too 
can be a material cause. Hence if ajfíàna were to be a material cause, 
it must be an existent something. Further, the effect appears to be 
of the nature of the cause,—an earthen pot looks like clay, but neither 


1 Atyantabhava is the absolute and eternal non-existence of one thing from 
another, e.g. heat from water. 

2 §.K., pp. 61-62. 3 See above. 
. . * This is the doctrine of Sat-khyati, viz. that all percepts are true, even the 
so-called illusory ones. Thus the doctrine is that because of the original process 
of Paücikarana (see above), everything contains the element and ingredient 
of everything else. A nacre e.g. contains some subtle and ordinarily imperceptible 
elements of silver, and when owing to some defects in the eyesight, want of 
proper light, distance, etc., we perceive the silver-element only in the nacre, 
we mistake the nacre for the silver, although the silver we are perceiving is real 
silver contained in the nacre. This is the so-called false perception of silver 
in place of nacre and it is called false, because it fails to lead to successful practical 
reaction as a real silver does; e.g. when we stoop to pick it up under the impression 
that it is a piece of silver, we find that it is not so and cannot be sold as such. 
Thus, the distinction between true and false perception is really a question of 
practical utility (artha-kriyà). Vide Sri B., 1.1.1. 

5 See footnote above. 
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the illusory silver nor its knowledge appears to be ajfiéna,—the 
illusory silver appears to be real silver and the illusory knowledge as 
real knowledge for the time being. Finally, the definition of ajfiána 
as the material cause of illusion is both too narrow, because the ajfiána 
of the jivan-muktas is not the material cause of error, they, according 
to the Advaitins, being not subject to any more error, though leading 
an earthly existence; and too wide, because clay, etc. which are material 
causes are not ajfíàna.! 

Thus, the definition of ajfiàna as the material cause of illusion is 
not tenable, because illusion can have no material cause, because 
ajfiàna cannot be a material cause, and because it is both too narrow 
and too wide. 

Thus, no laksana or definition of ajfiana is possible. 

Nor is there any pramàna or proof of ajfiàna. It may be argued: 
The existence of avidyà is proved directly through such perceptions 
like “I am ignorant", “I do not know others", etc. Its existence is 
proved by inference as well. The fact is that knowledge of a particular 
object is preceded by something which is other than the pràgabhàva 2 
of knowledge, which was so long veiling up the object of knowledge, 
which is now negated by knowledge and which was so long inhering 
in knowledge itself, and this something is ajfidna; e.g. when a lamp is 
lit in & dark room, the lamp does three things—it puts its own 
prügabhàva to an end; puts darkness to an end; and manifests objects. 
Now, this darkness is other than the pragabhava of the light, was so 
long veiling the objects of the light, is put to an end by the light, 
yet was so long inhering in the lamp. The same is the case here. 
Hence the following inference proves the existence of ajfidna: 
Whatever, coming into existence, manifests objects so long non- 
manifest, is preceded by something which other than its own prága- 
bhava, which so long veiled its objects, which is now negated by it 
and which so long inhered in it, like a lamp lighted in a dark room. 

Jfidna does so. 

Therefore jfiána is preceded by something which is other than its 
own pragabhava, etc., i.e. by ajfíana. 

The existence of ajñäna is proved by Scripture as well,—cf. texts 
like “Then there were neither non-Being nor Being” (Rg. V., 10.129.1), 
etc.3 


1 S.K., pp. 62-63. 2 See footnote above. 
3 $.K., p. 63. Cf. Sri. B., 1.1.1. 
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To this, we reply: Perceptions like “I am ignorant", etc. do 
not establish ajñāna, for, according to the Advaitins, the “I” is not the 
substratum of ajfiàna, which is æ positive entity. Such perceptions 
prove simply the absence of knowledge and not any ajfiana which is a 
positive entity. Also, what does the “I” stand for in the expression: 
"[ am ignorant"? It cannot mean the pure Brahman, for the 
Advaitins do not admit that; nor can it mean the ahamkàra, which is 
non-sentient; nor somothing else, because there is nothing else besides 
Brahman according to the Advaitins. 

The above inference also is not correct, because it cannot be said 
that jñāna always negates ajfiana; e.g. the knowledge of happiness, 
etc. does not negate ajfiana, being of the form of a sáksi. Further, 
the adjective “other than its own pragabhava”’ is futile, since praga- 
bhàva being that which is put to an end by the object in question, 
viz. jfiána, it is expressed by the adjective ‘negated by it”. 

Finally, the above text does not prove the existence of ajfiana, 
but it refers simply to prakrti. The term ''non-being" refers to the 
subtle mahat, etc., while the term “being” refers to the gross elements, 
while the term ''darkness", tamas, refers to the primal prakrti, the 
sense of the text being that in the beginning there were neither subtle 
elements nor gross elements, but only prakrti, the primal cause.! 

Thus, there is no pramàna or proof of avidya. 

Further, there can be no apprehension of avidyà or avidyà-pratiti. 
Thus, is avidyà perceived by the pure consciousness or by conscious- 
ness arising through one or other of the sources of knowledge? ? Not 
the first, for if avidyà be perceived by the pure consciousness, then 
such a perception must be real and everlasting, and continue in 
salvation too. Nor the second, for then avidyà will be sometimes 
perceived and sometimes not. Also, avidyà cannot be grasped through 
any source of knowledge, as just shown above, and hence it cannot be 
said the apprehension of ajífíàna is due to some source of knowledge. 
Further, according to the Advaitins, the knowledge arising from the 
ordinary sources of knowledge is itself due to avidya and hence this 
will lead to arguing in a circle. Thus, there can be no apprehension 
of avidya.® 

We conclude, therefore, that there can be no definition, proof, 
and apprehension of avidyà; hence the very existence of avidyà is 
impossible. 
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And if there can be no avidya, then evidently the individual soul 
can be a reflection of Brahman on avidya.! 

Next, Purusottamaprasáda Vaisnava goes on to point out like 
Keéavakasmirin that if there is to be any reflection of Brahman on 
avidya, then the latter must be outside the former?; that the object 
reflected and the reflection must be of the same status?; and that 
there can be no reflection of the formless and colourless Brahman:4 

According to the Advaitins, the upadhi or the limiting adjunct 
pertains to the reflection and not to the object reflected, and that is 
why the individual soul is subject to mundane existence and not 
Brahman. But what does that precisely imply exactly? It cannot 
imply that the qualities of the upadhi pertain to the reflection, just as 
dirt on the mirror, the upádhi, makes the image of the face look dirty 
too,—for agency, etc. do not pertain to ajfiana, the limiting adjunct, 
yet tho individual soul, tho reflection, is an agent, etc. It cannot be 
said also that the upadhi pertains to the reflection in the sense that the 
functions of the former pertain to the latter, for the functions of the 
upüdhi, such as distinguishing, etc. (i.e. avidyà distinguishes the 
soul from Brahman) pertain to the ether, which is an object reflected. 
Also, if the upadhi pertains to the reflection alone, then omniscienoc, 
etc., which pertain to Brahman, cannot bo said to be due to upadhi. 
as held by the Advaitins. It cannot be said also that the upadhi 
pertains to the reflection in the sense that the qualities inhering in the 
functions of the upadhi pertain to the reflection, or that the upàdhi 
veils its own object from tho reflection, for such is never seen in the 
case of a mirror and a pot. Thus, we find that the upadhi cannot 
pertain to the reflection 5. 

We conclude, therefore, that the Pratibimba-vada is absolutely 
untenable because the very existence of avidyà is not possible; because 
Brahman cannot be the object reflected; because avidy& cannot be the 
upadhi; and because the upadhi cannot pertain to the reflection. 


(B) Criticism of Avaccheda-vàda or Upddhi-vada. 


Here, the author exactly follows Devàcàrya.? 


1 &K. 

2 Op. cit., p. 67. See above. 

3 Op. cit., p. 67. See above. 

4 Op. cit., pp. 11, 112. See above. 

5 Op. cit., p. 113. 8 See above. 
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(C) Criticism of Adhydsa-vada. 


The theory that the course of mundaue existence, is due to the 
illusory superimposition of the body, etc. on tho soul is not tenable, 
for the fact is that it is really due to the want of discrimination 
between the eternal and the non-cternal, between the self and the 
not-self. In fact, the superimposition of the body, the sense-organs, 
etc. on the soul,—which is directly opposed to them, is quite impossible. 
It cannot be said that the perception ‘I am a Brahmana’ falsely 
attributes the qualities of a Brahmana to the self, for according to the 
Advaitins the ‘I’, the aham,—is not tho self, the àtman, but is not-self, 
so what fault can the Advaitins possibly find with this identity between 
two things, both of which are not-selves? The fact is that the 
identity between the body and the soul is established by direct per- 
ception, and cannot bo dismissed summarily as false. Of course, to 
say that the body and the soul are identified, is not to say that they 
are one and the same; they are different, yet aro identified in all 
practical experiences, just as heat and iron, though different, are 
identified in a red-hot iron ball. 


The Advaita view is full of contradictions from the very beginniug 
to the end. Thus, according to the Advaitins, the identification of the 
body and the soul is due to adhyàsa or illusory suporimposition, but 
in th« same breath they declare that the differentiation botween the 
body and the soul also is due to illusory superimposition,—there 
being the soul alone in reality. But how can possibly the difference 
and the non-difference between the body and the soul be both falsely 
superimposed? The unreal (mithyà) is absolutely different from 
the real (satya) and difference (bheda) is absolutely different from 
non-difference (abheda). Hence if the difference between the body 
and the soul be mithyà, the non-difference between them must of 
necessity be satya. It cannot be said that as the body itself is due 
to adhyàsa, there is neither difference nor non-difference between the 
body and the soul,—for the illusory silver, though due to adhyàsa, is 
yet different from the nacre. 

The perception “I am a dehin” is just like the perception “I am 
a gehin”; i.e. just as the latter means “I have a house" and never 
“I am a house”, so exactly the former means “I have a body” and 
never “Iam a body”. So how canit be said that tho latter perception 
implies an identity between the body and the soul? In fact, our 
perceptions are always to the effect “My house", “My eyes", "My 
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hands", etc. so that there is always a difference between the “I”, 
the soul, the possessor and the body, etc. the things possessed. Thus, 
the perceptions "I am a Brüáhmana", “I am a man” are true per- 
ceptions. The word “Brahmana’”’ means a conscious individual soul 
endowed with a particular body, and not a mere body. If the word 
“Brāhmaņa” were to mean a body only, then such injunctions as 
"A Brahmana should perform a sacrifice" become absurd, for a 
body, a non-sentient object, can never possibly perform a sacrifice, 
etc. In the very same manner, perceptions like “I am blind", etc. 
are true perceptions, for the blind is & conscious individual soul devoid 
of eyesight and so on. The perceptions "I am thin", "I am black" 
etc. are secondary ones like the perceptions “My son being thin, I 
am thin as well", “I, besmeared with mud, am black", etc. but there 
is no adhyáàsa or illusory identity here, since “I” am clearly conscious 
of my distinction from my son and from the mud here. Moreover, 
perceptions like "(The same) I who made obeisance to my father in 
my childhood am now playing with my grandchildren in my old age", 
“I, who was a tiger in a dream, am now a man", etc. clearly prove that 
we distinguish between our body and our soul, and that we realise 
very well that the body may change and assume different forms, but 
the soul remains unchanged in the midst of all changes. So, the 
Advaitins cannot say that we mistakenly identify the body and the 
soul. Honce we conclude that there is no such thing as adhyàsa and 
that the individual souls are not due to adhyasa, but to the beginning- 
less karmas.! 

Further, the Advaita view that the “I” is not the soul, because 
it does not persist under all states, viz. during deep sleep and release— 
is not at all tenable, for the "I" does persist during these states. 
That the “I” persists during the state of deep sleep is clear from the 
perception ‘‘So long I slept happily", etc.? Also, according to the 
Advaitins themselves, the ahamkáàra is the vital-breath through its 
power of action, and mind through its power of understanding.? Now, 
if there be no ahamkàra during deep sleep, then why is there breathing 
which is the fuuction of the vital-breath? It may be said that if the 
ahamkàára and the vital-breath be different, then there is no harm if 
the former disappears during deep sleep; if they be non-different, then 


-— 


1 §.K., pp. 69-71. 
2 Op. cit., pp. 100-102. See V.R.M., above. 
3 Kriy&-Sakti and vijnana-éakti. 
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we hold that the portion of the ahamkara which, devoid of the vital- 
breath, disappears, while the vital-breath portion persists; to this we 
reply: This cannot be, for if the vital-hreath only persists in deep 
sleep, then we cannot have perceptions to the effect “J slept happily", 
as the prana never constitutes tho “I’’.1 Thus, we conclude that 
the “I” persists during deep sleep. 

The “I” persists during release as well. We do not deny that the 
Lord is ever-free, but what we insist on is that the Lord is a knower, 
an “I”. So the "I" persists always. This may be established by 
inferences as well, thus:: The “I” persists in salvation, being the 
performer of the sádhanàs which lead to salvation, like consciousness. 

The “I” is non-different from the very nature of the soul, because 
it persists in salvation, like omniscience.? 


Further, the Advaita view that the “I” is non-sentient, i.e. the 
internal organ and not the soul, is not tenable, for in that caso, per- 
ceptions like “My mind" would mean “My mind's mind ”— which is 
absurd; and also we should not have, in that case, felt any difference 
between the “I”— ourselves and our minds, which we undoubtedly 
do, e.g. the “I” persists even in the absence of the mind (attention). 
We never feel that the “I” is non-sentient, and if it be said to be 
imagined, then the soul too may very well be imagined to be non- 
sentient, as we can, of course, imagine any and every thing to be any 
and every thing. So we conclude that the “I” is not nen-sentient.8 


(D) Criticism of Eka-jiva-vàda. 


There is absolutely no proof that there is only one soul. On the 
contrary, this view leads to absurd results. Thus, if there be only 
one soul, then there could not, evidently, be any preceptor-disciple 
relation and the Scriptures would become meaningless. If the pre- 
ceptor be possessed of the knowledge of Non-dualism, then he cannot 
teach the disciple who is different from him, and if he be not possessed 
of the knowledge of Non-dualism, then he is nothing but an impostor 
and a cheat.* 


1 §.K., pp. 100-102. 

2 Op. cit., pp. 102—103. 
3 Op. cit., pp. 103-104. 
* Op. cit., p. 68. 


166 DOCTRINES OF NIMBARKA AND HIS FOLLOWERS 
(iiè) Criticism of rival theories regarding the jagat. 


(A) Criticism of M dyda-vada. 


The Advaitins argue that the world is false or mithyà, as 
established by the following inference:— 

The world is mithyà, because it is capable of being perceived 
(dráyatvàüt), because it is non-sentient (jadatvàt) and because it is 
limited (paricchinnatvat), like the nacre-silver. 

To this we reply that the above inference is not E because 
the paksa or the minor term, the sádhya or the major term, the 
hetu or the reason, the middle tei m, and the udaharana or the example, 
are all untenable.! 

The paksa or the minor term is “the world” here. Now, is the 
world established by one or other of the sources of knowledge or not ? 
Not the first, because what is so established cannot be negated. If it 
be said that the universe, though perceived, can yet be negated, since 
it is not the locus of existence, then we point out in reply that in that 
case, the pure Brahman too, not being the locus of existence, must 
be mithy&. The second alternative also is not possible, for in that 
case, the world must become tuccha or absolutely unreal, like the sky- 
flower, which too cannot be established by any source of knowledge. 

The s&ádhya or the major term, viz. “falsity” or “mithyatva”’ 
too cannot be established. If this ‘“‘mithyatva”’ be real, thon Brahman 
cannot be said to be the sole reality, if it be unreal, then the world 
must be true.? 

The three hetus or reasons quoted also are untenablo. Thus, 
the first. reason “dréyatva’’ does not prove the case. It cannot be 
said the world is false, because it is perceived, for then Brahman too, 
being directly intuited by the knowers, niust be false. It cannot be 
said that Brahman so intuited is not pure Brahman, but máyà-limited 
Brahman, who is, of course, mithyà,— for unless the knower perceives 
the pure Brahman, his ajñāna regarding pure Brahman cannot be 
put to an end, and the pure Brahman, being in that case outside all 
sources of knowledge, must be non-established like the sky-flower, 
which too is outside all sources of knowledge. Also, texts which 
distinctly declare Brahman to be an object of direct intuition,’ will 
come to be contradicted. Also, if Brahman who is to be enquired 
after be only mayé-limited Brahman and not pure Brahman, then 


1 á. K., pp. 4—10. 2 See above. 3 Vide e.g., Mund., 3.1.8. 
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evidently, the very enquiry becomes valueless and the scriptures 
concerned with such an enquiry become useless. Further, no attributes 
can either be attributed or denied to something which is unknown, so 
that this very denial of dréyatva to the Supreme Brahman implies 
that the Supreme Brahman is known. 

The second reason ''jadatva" also does not prove the case. Now 
what is “‘jadatva’’? It cannot be said that the non-sentient is what 
is not a knower, for in the “I”, which according to the Advaitins is a 
knower, must be sentient, while the pure Brahman, not a knower 
according to the Advaitins, must be non-sentient. Hence the 
inference: "The pure Brahman is mithyà, because He is not à knower, 
like the Universe. The Advaitins cannot get out of the difficulty by 
saying that although pure Brahman is not really a knower, yet 
He is imagined to be so and hence Brahman is sentiont,— for an 
imagined something cannot be the reason for anything—i.oc. imagined 
knowership of Brahman cannot be a reason for His not being non- 
sentient; also, according to the Advaitins themselves, the internal 
organ is imagined to be a knower, and hence it must too be sentient 
like Brahman. It cannot be said that the non-sentient is what is not 
knowledge, for then the knowledge of particular objects through one 
or other of the sources of knowledge, being knowledge, must be 
sontient, while the soul, not being knowledge, must be non-sentient. 
Thus, has the knowledge of the real nature of the self an object or 
not? On the first alternative, the question arises: Is the soul itself 
the object here, or not. It cannot be itself its own object, for according 
to the Advaitins the self is never an object of the ordinary sources of 
knowledge. But, on the other hand, nothing else can be the object 
here, since in salvation thero is no other object, yet there is knowledge 
about the real nature of the self, and what is present alone can be an 
object. Thus, the knowledge about the real nature of the self can 
have no object. But the second alternative also—viz. the knowledge 
about the real nature of the self, has no object—is not tenable, for 
knowledge cannot be without an object, i.e. it must manifest an 
object, otherwise the pot, etc. might very well be called knowledge. 
Further, is the knowledge about the real nature of the self-right 
knowledge or erroneous knowledge? It cannot be the first, because 
according to the Advaitins it is not generated through any source of 
knowledge; nor can it be the second, because it is not due to any 
defects. Ifit be said that it is neither, then we point out that in that 
case it cannot be knowledge at all. Thus we find that there can be 
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no knowledge of the real nature of the self, and hence the soul, not 
being knowledge, must be non-sentient. It cannot be said finally 
that jadatva is being the not-self, because that is not a Universal, 
there being only one soul and what is not a Universal cannot be the 
predicate of a definition, e.g. when we define a man as “A man is 
mortal", “Mortality” is a universal. 

Thus, we conclude that the second hetu ''jadatva" is not itself 
established. 

The third and the final hetu, viz. “‘paricchinnatva”’ too does not 
prove the case. There are three kinds of limit—limit of space, limit 
of time, and limit by an object. Now, limitedness of space and time 
cannot be a cause of falsity, because the ether, though unlimited, is 
mithyà according to the Advaitins, while the illusory silver has no 
limitation of time (i.e. it never was, never is, never will be—no dis- 
tinctions of time), yet it is mithy&.  Avidyà, too, being the material 
cause of all space and time and connected with the all-pervading 
Brahman, is without any limitation of space and time, yet itis mithya. 
Hence, it cannot be said that limitation of space and time is a criterion 
of falsity. Nor can it be said that limitation by an object is a criterion 
of falsity, because, according to the Advaitins, there is no object 
besides Brahman. 

Thus, the three reasons adduced do not prove that the world is 
false. i 

Finally, the udāharaņa or the example too is not possible, for 
according to the Advaitins there is no nacre at all, there being nothing 
besides Brahman. .If it be said that Brahman may very well be 
cited as an example here (if we put the argument in the negative form: 
What is non-perceivable, non-sentient and non-limited is not false, 
like Brahman)—then we ask: Is the pure Brahman to be cited as an 
example here or the qualified Brahman? Not the first, for the pure 
Brahman is outside all sources of knowledge and can never be cited 
as an example; nor the second, for that does not prove the case and is 
opposed to the Advaita theory itself. 

Thus we conclude that the above inference does not prove that 
the world is mithyà or false. ' 


(B) Criticism of Sattva-traividhya-vada. 


According to the Advaitins, there are three kinds of existence, 
páramárthike or real, such as Brahman, vyavaharika or empirical 
such as the world, and pratibhasika or illusory, such as the illusory 
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silver. But this distinction is absolutely untenable. First, on the 
Advaita maxim itself, there must be more than these three grades. 
Thus, according to the Advaitins, a dream is pratibhasika and the 
illusory silver too is so, and hence the dreamt silver-nacre illusion 
must be one degree lower than the pratibhasika, and put to an end 
by the pratibhasika; while the dream of a dreamt silver-nacre illusion 
must be still another degree lower. On the other hand, there are 
objects higher than the vyavaharika. Hence, once the Advaitins 
begin to divide objects into grades of reality, they cannot stop at 
three only. 

Further, this division into three grades can neither be real, since 
Brahman is the sole reality, nor be unreal, since thon the Advaitins 
contradict themselves. In the very same way tho falsity of the 
world,? the distinctionlessness of Brahman, etc. inevitably lead to the 
horns of a dilemma.3 

Further, how to distinguish between the paramarthika and the 
aparamarthika? It cannot be said that the paramarthika is the sat or 
the existent, and the aparamarthika is what is other than the sat, 
for what is not existent can never be perceived,* while the world, etc., 
are perceived. It cannot be said also that the pàramàárthika is what is 
never negated while the aparamarthika is what is negated—because 
the real nature of a superimposed object may not be negated,9 while 
Brahman may sometimes be an object of negation, as e.g. we say 
“This is the world and not Brahman". That is, if Brahman be 
possessed of attributes, etc. then those very attributes, etc. will be 
negated, but if He be attributeless, then He cannot be the remover 
of illusion, as shown above.9 Thus, no valid distinction is possible 
between the paramarthika and the apáramàrthika.? 

Further, how can we distinguish between the vyavahàrika and 
the pratibhasika too? It cannot be said that the vyavaharika is due 
to maya, or cosmic nescience, while the pratibhasika is due to avidyà 
or individual nescience,—for no hard and fast distinction can be made 
between maya and avidyà, e.g. the magic of a juggler, who is mayika, 
is pratibhasika, while the pains, etc. of the individual souls are 


1 S.K., p. 82. 2 See above. 3 §.K., pp. 82-83. 

4 Cf. the sat-khyáti-vàda, according to which even objects of illusory 
perceptions are real and existent. See footnote (1) above. 

5 'The real nature of the silver is not negated, but only its existence then 
and there in the nacre. 

9 See above. 7 SK, p. 83. 
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àvidyaka yet vyavaharika. It cannot be said also that the vyava- 
harika is what leads to successful practical reaction ! while the prati- 
bhasika is what does not,—for in dreams, a dream-pitcher may serve 
the purpose of fetching dream-water, but none would say the dream- 
pitcher is vyavahàrika. It cannot be said also that the vyavahàrika 
is what is negated by the knowledge of Brahman, while the prati- 
bhàsika is what is negated by the knowledge of something else,—for 
according to the Advaitins themselves, the pratibhasika silver too is 
negated by the knowledge of Brahman, and also the knowledge of 
Brahman alone is correct knowledge according to them. It cannot be 
said also that the vyavaharika is what is negated by correct knowledge, 
while the pratibhasika is what is negated by illusory knowledge, for 
as shown above the knowledge of Brahman negates that also which 
is negated by illusory knowledge, (i.e. the pratibhasika negated by 
the vyavaharika). It cannot be said also that the vyavaharika is 
what is negated by the knowledge of pure Brahman while the 
pratibhasika is what is negated by the knowledge of something else, 
for what is meant by the term ''pure" here? It cannot stand for the 
substratum of the erroneous knowledge, for if there be a knowledge of 
pure Brahman there-can be no error. As shown above again and 
again, the pure Brahman being essentially sclf-luminous, there can be 
no ajfiana veiling Him, i.e. jfidna and ajfiana being mutually con- 
tradictory and exclusive cannot possibly co-exist. Again, the term 
“puro” cannot stand for Brahman—without a second—yet not 
known as such, i.e. the upalaksita Brahman, for if the knowledge of 
the $uddha Brahman is to stand for that of the upalaksita Brahman, 
then the Vedanta-texts, concerned with the one, without any dis- 
tinction, must be taken to be concerned with distinctions. The same 
argument goes to refute the view that the vyavahàrika is what is 
negated by the knowledge of the great texts like “Thou art that" 
while the pratibhasika is what is negated by the knowledge of some- 
thing else,—for the great texts, being due to the Vedanta, concerned 
with a distinctionless object, must be free from distinctions, and as 
such cannot be negatory of the vyavaharika,? and if they refer to 
distinctions, then those distinctions must be real. Hence it cannot be 
said also that the vyavahàrika is what is negated by knowledge 
which does not designate distinction, while the pratibhasika is what is 
negated by knowledge which does so. Finally, it cannot be said that 


1 Artha-kriyü-kürin. ? See above. 
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the vyevahaiika is what is negated by the paramarthika, while the 
pratibhasika is what is negated by the vyavaharika, for that is to 
assume the very thing to bo explained.! 

We conclude, therefore, that there is no way of distinguishing 
between the pàramàrthika and the aparamarthika, and between the 
vyavaharika and the pratibhasika, and hence the sattva-traividhya- 
vada falls to the ground. 


(C) Criticism of Drsti-srsti-vada. 


According to the doctrine of Drsti-srsti-vàda, the entire universe 
is generated by perception only, i.e. a thing is so long as it is perceived, 
e.g. the body of Devadatta, who is sloeping, does not exist for him, 
though it exists for Yajiiadatta who is awake and is perceiving it. 
According to this view recognition is simply an error, like the perception 
“This is that lamp”, the fact being that the real lamp never persists 
for two consocutivo moments. 

This view is evidently absurd. According to the Advaitins 
themselves, there are six things which are beginningless—viz. Jiva, 
Igvara, pure cit, the distinction between the jiva and Iévara, avidyà, 
and the connection between the cit and avidyà. Hence, the universe 
being beginningless, must be permanent.? 

Further, if the entire universo be due to perception, then the 
effect, being of the form of perception only, cannot be said to be due 
to its own particular causo, o.g. we have to say that a pot is due to 
the perception of one who is percciving it at that moment, and not to 
clay. But if an effect be not due to its cause, then tho scriptural 
injunctions regarding the performance of sacrifices, etc. leading to 
heaven, or of gravana, otc. leading to salvation, aro simply meaningless. 
And the Advaitins themselves ought not to take food for allaying 
hunger, or utter words for making others understand their thoughts.3 

On this view, objects like pots, etc. have no existence beyond the 
particular perceptions of particular individuals, and this makes 
ordinary activity impossible. Further, on this view, illusion itself 
becomes impossible. Thus, if the nacre does not exist prior to being 
perceived, then when a man perceives ‘‘This is a piece of silver", 
there is generated only silver, and no nacre, and hence the perception 
cannot be said to be a false perception due to the super-imposition of 
the silver on the nacre. Also, the knowledge “This is a piece of 
— —M MÀ herent À—À—— e i seamen tanta oe —— M — HÀ 

1 S.K., pp. 83-84. 2 Op. cit., p. 105. 3 Op. cit. 
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silver’? and the knowledge “This is not a piece of silver” are con- 
cerned with different objects (i.e. the object of the first piece of know- 
ledge is "silver", because thing = perception, while the object of the 
second piece of knowledge is ‘“not-silver’’), and hence the latter 
cannot negate the former. Also, this very negation of the illusory 
silver being itself drsti-srsta, the illusory silver must be true.! 

Further, during deep sleep, universal dissolution, etc., the dis- 
tinction between the soul and Brahman must be non-existent, there 
being no perceiver of it. Every day (i.e. after deep sleep) and after 
every dissolution, even the freed souls will be again involved in 
mundane existence. Also, there being no impressions of past karmas 
(these being not perceived), the same man who went to sleep may 
not arise again. Salvation itself being drsti-srsta, must be false.? 

Further, if a mere perception gives rise to a pot etc., that very 
perception, being drsti-srsta, like everything else, must be itself due 
to another perception, that to another perception and so on to infinity. 
The very doctrine of drsti-srsti-vàda being itself drsti-srsta, must 
be false and hence things cannot be drsti-srsta.9 

This doctrine also fails to explain the fact of recognition, such as 
“This is that pot". The example of a candle is not to the point, 
for a candle is being consumed, i.e. changed, every moment, but not 
pots etc. Pots etc. are permanent, and so too the perceiving self and 
this makes recognition and memory possible. If everything be 
drsti-srsta, then the knowledge of non-dualism must also be so, and 
hence it cannot be negatory of the knowledge of plurality.* 

If it be said that the following inference proves that the entire 
universe is drsti-srsta, viz.—The Universe is drsti-srsta, bocause it is 
mithyà like dream-objects—then we reply that the example quoted 
is not correct, because dream-objects are not mithyà, being created 
by the Supreme Lord Himself.5 

In the very same manner, the Universe too is real, being created 
by the Supreme Lord. "The Universe also leads to successful practical 
reaction and hence it must be real. It cannot be objected that mere 
leading to successful practical reactions is not a sure criterion of 
reality, seeing that often what is merely superimposed—viz. the 


P——— M ee «—— MP M — en ae. 


1 S.K., p. 105. 2 Op. cit., p. 105. 

3 Op. cit., pp. 105-106. * Op. cit., p. 106. 

5 Op. cit., pp. 107-9. The arguments that the jiva is not the creator of 
dream-objects, are exactly similar to those of Nimbarka. See above. 
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illusory snake etc.—lead to successful practical reactions—for the 
very superimposition of a non-existent thing is not possible.! 

The Universe is real because it is protected by the Lord. Thus, 
has the Lord a direct knowledge of the falsity of the world or not? 
If He has such a knowledge, then why should He have any inclination 
to protect it, and if He has not, then He cannot be held to be omni- 
scient. If it be said that a magician protects false objects, why not 
the Lord? Then, we point out that the magician never does so—he 
simply shows real objects, which are past or in some other places, 
through the power of gems, mantras etc., but never knows them 
directly nor protects them. But the Lord being omniscient cannot 
wish to protect what is mithyaà. Hence we conclude that the world 
is real, because it is created and protected by the Lord and leads to 
successful practical reactions, but is never drsti-srsta, or generated 
by perception.? 


(iv) Criticism of rival theories regarding the relation between Brahman, 
the cit and the acit. 


(A) Criticism of Abheda-vàda. 


The view that the cit and the acit are absolutely identical with 
Brahman is absolutely untenable, and has already been criticised 
above. The fact is that the distinction between Brahman and the 
cit and the acit is a natural one and persists throughout.3 


(B) Criticism of Atyanta-bheda-vàda. 


The opposite extreme view too is not tenable, for this makes the 
abheda-texts false, while the fact is that Scripture as a whole is true, 
and no texts may be taken to be false.* 


(C) Criticism of Viétstádvaita-vàda. 
Here the author follows Devàcàrya exactly.5 


1 $.K., pp. 109-110. The arguments are exactly similar to Purusottama. 
See above. 

2 §.K., p. 110. 

3 Op. cu., pp. 29-30. 

* Op. cit., pp. 97, 99. 

5 See above. 
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X. Purusottamaprasada Vaisnava II. 


(1) HIS LIFE AND DATE. 


Purusottamaprasáda is said to have been born in the city of 
Jagàdhari in Kuruksetra in the Vikrama cra 1680, i.e. 1623 A.D. 
He was the only son of Nàráyanaprsáda, a Gaudiya Brahmin, who was 
a follower of the creed of Svabhiideva of the sect of Nimbarka. Being 
an only child, Purusottamaprasáda was spoilt by his father, and spent 
his time in idle pastimes, instead of in study, till he was nine years 
of age. Thereupon his father took him to his preceptor, Dharmadeva, 
and left him in his care. Dharmadeva initiated and instructed him 
with groat care and taught him the holy mantra of the Lord Hayagriva 
Se; horse-necked).1 Ho pa an Cip Orate commentary, styled 

“ Srutyanta- sura-druma ", on Nimbarka’s ala dona ESSERE ST: 
Krsna-stava-rija". He is said to have composed it in compliance 
with the request of his preceptor Dharmadeva.? He wrote also a 
CORREDOR MENT alg S on Somwa 


1 Within a year, so the tradition goes, tho Lord, being E with the 
boy, appeared to him in a dream and asked him to ask for a boon. The boy 
prayed that he might soon be well-versed in all the vedas and thereby fulfil the 
heart’s desire of his father and teacher. He was granted the boon. He sent 
the information to his father who wanted him to stay on with his preceptor and 
continue his studies. He engaged himself to studies with whole-hearted devo- 
tion and learned everything within three years. At the age of thirteen he 
returned home, and is said to have defoated all the heretics and preached the 
Vaisnava religion all around. 

2 Preface to S.S., pos. 

The tradition is that the Lord appeared before him on his request and wroto 
on the book with His own hand. 

3 That this Purusottamaprasüda is not identical with Purusottamaprasada 
I is evident from the following: 


(a) The colophon to the Ist taranga of the * Adhyütma-sudhà-tarangint 
is as follows: "Iti Sri-Hayagrivànugrahüéritena Purusottama- 
prasüádákhyena Vaisnavena Viracitayam Adhyütma-sudhá-taran- 
ginyam pratyaégatmanirnayo nama prathama-tarangah”’, p. 15. 
(The colophons to other six tarahgas mention no name). The 
exactly similar colophon is found at the end of “ Srutyanta-sura- 
druma” thus: Iti Sri. Hayagrivànugrahaikasevakena Sri-Niya- 
mánend&ánuyüyinà Sri. -Purusottamapras&dükhyena Vaisnavena 
viracite Savisega-nirvis: ga- Sri-Krsna- stava-vyakhyane Srutyanta- 
sura-drume caramá $ákha "', p.246. (Thesame colophon is repeated 
at the end of each $&kh&). This proves that these two works must 
be composed by the same Purusottamaprasáda Vaisnava. 
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"Laghu-stava-rája-stotram". A third work by him is 'Mukunda- 
mahimá-stava", a collection of a hundred and one hymns in praise 
of Lord Krsna. 

He is said to have composed also a very learned book, called 
* Para-tattva-nirnava"', but it has not yet been found as a whole! 


| (3) His DOCTRINE. 


Ho accepts the usual tenets of the sect. His main concern is, 
like Purusottamaprasáda Vaisnava I, to criticise the Advaita doctrine 
and in most places he repeats his arguments." We notice here one 


original criticism by him. 


(i) Criticism of the Advaita view of Anirvacaniya-vdda. 


There is neither any lakgana or definition, nor any pramana 
or proof, of anirvacaniyatva. It cannot be said that the anirvacaniya 
is what is different from tho sat or the existent, for a hare's horn e.g. 
is different from the sat, but is taken to bo not anirvacaniya, but 
tuecha. It cannot be said that it is what is different from tho asat 
or the non-existeut, because Brahman is different from the non-existent, 
yet He is uot taken to be anirvacaniya. It cannot bo said that it is 
what is different from both sat and the asat, for a thing must be either 
sat or asat. It cannot be said that the anirvacaniya 1s what is not 
the locus of either existence or non-existence, for in that case Brah- 
man, who is not the locus of any quality, must be taken to be anirva- 
caniya. It cannot be said that the anirvacaniya is what cannot 
be depicted, for whatever cannot be depicted must be simply non- 
existent, also Brahman, who, according to the Advaitins cannot be 
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(b) The author of "Adhyütma-sudhü-tarahgini" was a worshipper of 
the Lord Hayagriva, as is evident from the colophon "' Sri-Haya- 
grivanugrahasritena”’, And Purusottamaprasida  Vaisnava II 
was also a worshipper of Hayagriva. 

(c) The author of “ Adhyütma-sudhá-tarangini"" was a disciple of Dharma- 
deva, a descendent of Svabhüdeva, as is evident from the opening 
verse: ‘“Sri-Dharmadevapadaébjam | Svabhü-vamáübdhi-sambha- 
vam" ote., p. l. And Purusottamaprasáda Vaisnava II also was 
a disciple of Dharmadeva. 

1 Preface to Ś.S., p. 2. 
2 E.g., his criticism of the Advaita view that Brahman cannot be the cause 
of the world (pp. 11ff.). of Adhyása-vàda and dialectic on ajfiána (pp. 13ff.), 


etc. 
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depicted, must be anirvacaniya. It cannot be said that it is what is 
different from the existent, different from the non-existent and different 
from both the existent and the non-existent, for as shown above, the 
existent and the non-existent being mutually opposed cannot be 
denied simultaneously. For the same reason, it cannot be said that 
the anirvacaniya is what is devoid of existence, devoid of non-existence 
and devoid of both existence and non-existence. Also, what is meant 
by the terms “existence” and “non-existence” here ? Firstly, it 
cannot be said that existence means & class and non-existence the 
absence of that, for in that case, Brahman who has no class becomes 
anirvacaniya, i.e. unreal, while the world which has a class becomes 
real. Secondly, it cannot be said that existence is what leads to success- 
ful practical reaction, while non-existence is what does not, for the 
very same reason, seeing that Brahman does not lead to any practical 
reaction, not being the basis of action at all, while the world does so. 
Thirdly, it cannot be said that existence is what is incapable of being 
negated, while non-existence is what is so capable, for according to the 
Advaitins, the anirvacaniya is capable of being negated, yet it is not 
the same as the non-existent. Fourthly, it cannot be said that ex- 
istence is what is established by the sources of knowledge, while non- 
existence is what is not so established, for the anirvacaniya cannot 
be established by any source of knowledge, yet it is not non-existent. 
The pure Brahman too is not capable of being established by any source 
of knowledge yet He is sat.  Fifthly, it cannot bo said that existence 
is what is outside all sources of knowledge, for then the oxistent can 
have no specific marks of its own, like the sky-flower. Sixthly, it 
cannot be said that existence is what is free from nothingness, i.e. 
what is not a non-entity, for then the anirvacanlya, which is not a 
mere non-entity, like the sky-flower, according to the Advaitins, 
must be existent. Seventhly, it cannot be said that existence is what 
is free from Brahmanhood, i.e. what is not Brahman, for then the 
world must be existent. Eighthly, it cannot be said that existence 
is what exists at ll times and in all places, while non-existence is what 
does not. Now, we accept this definition, but the Advaita theory 
itself contradicts it, for according to it, the world etc. which are capable 
of being depicted (i.e. is nirvacaniya), must be existent. Thus, as it 
is not clear what exactly is meant by the terms ''existence" and 
'"non-existence" here, it cannot be said that the anirvacaniya is 
what is devoid of existence and non-existence and different from both 
of these two. 
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Further, does the anirvacaniya exist (i.e. asti), or not (i.e. nasti), 
or is it altogether false (i.e. asat)?! It cannot be said to exist, for 
whatever exists must have some mark by which it can bo distin- 
guished from others and depicted, e.g. when we say “‘The pot exists", 
the very existence of the pot means that it is something which is 
capable of being depicted by some mark or other. But the anir- 
vacaniya cannot be depicted and hence cannot be distinguished from 
anything else and therefore cannot be known, as all knowledge implies 
assimilation and discrimination. But if the anirvacaniya cannot be 
known, it cannot be denied too, for just as knowledge (or affirmation) 
must be of a definite thing so denial too must be so. In fact, nothing 
at all can possibly be said of the anirvacaniya, as it is absolutely 
indefinite, indeterminable and indescribable. It can neither be 
affirmed, nor denied. 

Thus, we conclude that no definition of the anirvacaniya is ever 
possible. 

It has also no pramana or proof. It is not an object of direct 
perception, as alleged by the Advaitins, for when we mistake a nacre 
for a silver, what we see for the time boing, is not any anirvacaniya 
silver, but the real silver-elements in the nacre.? Thus, the anir- 
vacaniya is outside the sphere of all pramànas.* 


XI. Madhava Mukunda. 


(1) LIFE AND DATE. 


Nothing is known definitely about his life and date. Keéava 
Kàémiri Bhatta, as we have seen, refers to one Mukunda as his guru. 
But we have no means of ascertaining whether he means Madhava 
Mukunda or not. 

(2) Wonxs. 


His only known treatise is Para-paksagiri-vajra, or Hàrda-saü- 
caya, in which he severely criticises the various Advaita Vedanta 
tenets of Samkara and his followers. His arguments are similar to 


tm e 
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1 The difference between “nastitva”’ and “asattva”’ is that while the former 
applies to things which are, though are not here and now, as “the pot is not", 
the latter applies to what is never existent at all, as the sky-flower. 

2 S.8., pp. 18ff. 

3 Cf. the doctrine of Sat-khyati. See footnote (1) below. 

* &.S., pp. 20ff. 
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those of Purugottamaprasida Vaisnava I (in his Srutyanta-kalpa- 
valli) which have already been set forth in details. 


XII. Vanamali Misra. 


(1) LIFE AND DATE. 


He lived in a village called Triyaga, near Brindavan, and belonged 


to the Bharadvàja clan. 
(2) WORKS. 


He composed a treatise, called Vedànta-siddhànta-samgraha or 
Sruti-siddhanta-samgraha. It consists of seven chapters and is written 
in verse with a commentary in prose. It discusses the tenets of the 


Nimbarka School. 
XIII. Anantaràma. 


(1) LIFE AND DATE. 


Anantaréma was one of the later followers of Nimbàrka. He 
was the son of Nàràyanaprasáda, a Gaudiya Br&hmana and was born 
in the village of Jagādharī in the Punjab in the 17th century A.D. 
He was a disciple of Dharmadà&sa.! . According to this view he must 
have been a brother of Purugottamaprasáda Vaignava II. 


(2) Wonxs. 


He composed a number of treatises, developing the Svabhavika- 
bhedábheda-vàda of Nimbarka and subjecting the Advaita view to a 
thorough criticism. But he makes no original contributions and his 
criticisms of the Advaita view too are borrowed mostly from previous 
writers.? 

His works are the following :— 

(a) Vedanta-tattva-bodha. (Prose.) 
(b) Vedanta-ratna-mala. (A fairly elaborate treatise in verse, 
dealing with the three tattvas or categories and their 


relation. ) 


1 Preface to Vedanta-ratna-mala. 

2 Cf. his criticism of Nirviéesa-vada. Vedünta-tattva-bodha, pp. 5ff.—which 
is exactly similar to the arguments of Purugottama. Vide V.R.M. See above. 
Adhyasa-vida and dialectic on ajiiina—Vedanta-tattva-bodha, pp., 9ff.— 
exactly similar to the arguments of Purugottamaprasada Vaisnava I. See S.K. 
See above, 
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(c) Tattva-siddhànta-bindu. (Twenty-five verses.) 

(d) Sruti-siddhanta-ratna-mala.! 

(e) Vedànta-sára-padya-màla.? (Twenty-five verses.). 

(f) Sri-Krena-carana-bhügana-stotram.? (Seventy-two verses.) 
(g) Sri-Mukunda-éaranàpatti-stotram.* (Seventeen verses.) 
(h) Ácárya&-carita.5 


Preface to Vedantaratna-mala. 
Given in S.R., pp. 91-96. 
S.R., pp. 38-51. 

Op. cit., pp. 65-67. 

Preface to S.S., p. 2. 


COMPARISON OF THE DOCTRINE OF 
NIMBARKA WITH SOME OTHER 
BHEDABHEDA DOCTRINES. 


I. Nimbarka and Ràmáànuja. 


SvABHAVIKA-BHEDABHEDA-VADA AND VISISTADVAITA-VADA. 


Ràmànuja's theory is too well-known to be recounted at length. 
The Highest Reality, or Brahman, according to him, is Visnu or Vasu- 
deva, a Personal God, endowed with every auspicious quality and 
free from all defects.1 His conception is exactly similar to that of 
Nimbarka, except that, as we have seen, Nimbarka identifies Brahman 
with Krsna. There is not a single mention of Radha or Krsna in 
Ràmánuja's works. 

Like Nimbárka, Ràmànuja holds that the individual soul is 
knowledge, yet a knower, an agent, and an enjoyer, atomic in size, 
and so on.? Here also, the two are in perfect agreement. But while 
according to Nimbarka, the individual souls are parts of the Lord 
in the sense of being His powers or éaktis, according to Ramanuja 
they are so in the sense of being His attributes or modes or viéesanas.3 
The same remarks apply to the non-sentient substance too. Like 
Nimbàrka, again, Raimanuja speaks of three kinds of the non-sentient, 
viz. prakrti or matter, kala or time, and $uddha-tattva or pure matter, 
this last corresponding to Nimbarka’s aprakrta. 

Ràmànuja explains the relation between Brahman, the sentient 
and the non-sentient on the analogy of the soul-body, or substance- 
wttribute relation, i.e. as a relation of non-separation (aprthaktva). 
The soul and body, the substance and attribute are different from one 
another, yet they are inseparably connected, and form a whole. 
Exactly similar is the case with Brahman, and the sentient and non- 


———— — — me ~- 


1 Sri. B., 1.1.1, pp. 2, 63, chap. 1. Madras ed., etc. 
2 Op. cit., 2.3.19, pp. 139-141; 2.3.20ff., pp. 141ff.; 2.3.33ff., pp. 151ff. etc. 
Cf. also V.D. and V.S. on the same sūtras. Vide also Y.M.D., pp. 31ff. 
3 Sri. B., 1.1.1, pp. 61, 96, 101, chap. 1, eto.; 1.2.15, p. 42, chap. 2, etc. 
V.D., intro. pp. 3-4; etc. V.S., 1.1.1, p. 4, etc. 
4 Y.M.D., pp. 15ff. 
( 180 ) 
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sentient.| But Nimbarka takes his stand, as we have seen, on tho 
cause-effect relation. With Rámànuja the stress is more on the 
principle of non-difference than on that of difference, but not so with 
Nimbàrka.? 

Ràmaànuja's view of salvation too is in perfect accord with that 
of Nimbàrka. 

According to Rámàánuja, bhakti is tho means to salvation. By 
bhakti he does not understand devotion or love, as Nimbarka does, 
but upásanà or meditation. This bhakti is based on knowledge, 
and arises from six essential pre-requisites, viz. discrimination of 
food (viveka), complete disregard for worldly objects (vimoka), 
continued practice (abhyàsa), performance of sacrifices (kriya), 
virtuous conduct, like truthfulness and the rest (kalyana) and freedom 
from dejection (anavasada). Bhakti, thus, comprises all ethical 
virtues. Nimbarka too holds, as we have seen, that meditation, 
based on knowledge, is a means to salvation, and that mental purity, 
generated by the external performance of sacrifices and internal 
practice of self-control and the rest, is its essential pre-requisite. 

Thus, from the point of view of philosophy, the main difference 
between Nimbárka and Rámaànuja consists in their views with regard 
to the relation between difference and non-difference, God on the 
one hand, men and the world on the other. 

From the point of view of religion, too, there is a difference of 
spirit between their systems. While Ramanuja’s system, though 
admitting a personal relation between God and man, is more intellec- 
tual, Nimbarka’s system is less so, and decidedly more devotional and 
religious. That is, in Rámànuja's system, devotion is based on an 
intellectual apprehension of and the consequent reverence for the 
supreme majesty of the Lord, keeping the devotee somewhat apart 
from the Lord,5 while in Nimbarka’s system, the superseding element 
is a sweet relation of love and ecstasy, drawing the two nearer in a 
relation of utmost intimacy. 


1 Sri. B., 1.1.1, pp. 96, 101, etc., chap. 1; 2.1.15, p. 43, chap. 2, etc. V.D., 
intro. pp. 1-4. V.S., 1.1.1, p. 4, etc. Vide also S.A.M., pp. 5ff. 

2 See below under Srikantha. 

3 §ri. B., 1.1.1, pp. 36, 39-72, etc., chap. 1. 

4 Op. cit, 1.1.1, pp. 9ff, chap. 1. ''Evam-rüpà dhruvànusmrtir eva 
bhaktiéabdenübhidhiyate, upásanàápara-paryyüyatvát bhakti-Sabdasya". Sey 
above. 

5 Aisvarya-pradhanabhakti. 6 Madhurya-pradhaniabhakti. 
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II. Nimbarka and Bhaskara. 


SVABHAVIKA-BHEDABHEDA-VADA AND AUPADHIKA-BHEDABHEDA- 
VADA. 


(1) Introduction. 


Bhaskara is said to have flourished during the reign of King 
Bhoja about 918-973 Sakabda, i.e. 996-1061 A.D.1 He wrote a com- 
mentary on the Brahma-sütras, developing a Bhedabheda view and 
criticising Advaita-vada or Maya-vada. 

Eggeling thought that Bhaskara was identical with Nimbarka.2 
But this view is absolutely untenable. It is clear beyond doubt from 
Nimbarka’s Vedànta-pàrijáta-saurabha and other works and Bhas- 
kara’s commentary that Nimbarka and Bhaskara were two different 
persons, representing two different schools of thought. 


(2) Brahman. 


The first distinction which is at once evident from a cursory 
glance through the commentary of Bhaskara is that Bhaskara, unlike 
Nimbarka, throughout refers to the Highest Reality as Brahman, 
and sometimes as Iévara,4 but not even once calls Him Purusottama 
or Krsna, as is done by Nimbarka repeatedly. Bhaskara speaks of no 
consort of Brahman, as Nimbarka does of Radha, as ever accompanying 
Brahman, i.e. Krsna. 

Like Nimbarka, Bhaskara holds that Brahman is the Supreme 
Cause of the entire Universe. its creator, maintainer and destroyer,5 
its material and efficient cause.6 . He holds, like all the rest, that 
: Brahman can be known through Scripture alone,7 and that Scripture 
and not reasoning is our guide with regard to super-sensible objects.8 


1 Preface to Bh. B., p. 7. 

2 [.O.C. (Catalogue of Sanskrit MSS., Part IV, 1894, pp. 802, 803). The 
MSS. referred to by Eggeling are not Nimbarka’s commentaries at all, but 
Bhaskara’s, now published in the 0.8.8. See Bibliography. 

3 Bh. B., 1.1.1, pp. 6, 7; 1.1.2, p. 8; 1.1.3, p. 9, etc. etc. from the beginning 
to the end. 
€ Op. cit., 1.1.2, p. 8; 1.1.12, p. 24; 1.2.6, p. 39; 1.2.9, p. 40, etc. 

5 Op. cit., 1.1.2, p. 8; 1.1.11, p. 24, ete. 

€ Op. ci., 1.1.2, p. 8; 1.4.22, p. 84; 1.4.26, p. 86, etc. 
7 Op. cit., 1.1.1, p. 8; 1.1.8, p. 9, etc. 

8 Op. cit., 1.1.4, pp. 16, 19; 2.2.2, p. 110. 
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Reasoning, to be of any avail, must follow revelation and never super- 
sede or transcend it.! 

Brahman, according to Bhaskara, has two aspects (dvi-rüpa), viz. 
the karana-ripa or the causal state and the karya-riipa or the effected 
state.2 Brahman is one as cause and many as effects, just as gold is 
one as gold, but many as bracelets, ear-rings etc. In other words, 
Brahman is bhinné-bhinna-ripa.‘ i 

But the abhinna and kāraņa-rūpa is the real, original and natural 
form of Brahman, while the bhinna and kārya-rūpa is due to upādhi 
or limiting adjunct and is, as such, something adventitious,5 though 
real. By Himself, Brahman is originally without distinction, without 
form, one and without a second, a pure unity and a pure cause. Then, 
afterwards, He comes to manifest Himself voluntarily in various 
effects or forms, i.o. comes to have a form, through upadhi and 
plurality, i.e. the universe of souls and matter, follows.” 

Bhaskara emphasizes this distinction between the transcendent 
and the immanent 8 aspects of Brahman again and again.? He points 
out that the universe has Brahman for its essence, but Brahman has 
not the universe for His essence.!0 That is tho universe has no 
existence beyond Brahman but Brahman is never exhausted wholly 
in the universe, but has other aspects too beyond it. Bhaskara is, 
of course, careful to point out that the prapafica-rüpa and the bhinna- 
karya-riipa of Brahman is not less real simply because it is something 
adventitious, and not original, being due to limiting adjunct.!! He, 
in fact, does not use the term “‘upadhi”’ in the Samkarite sense, a8 we 
shall see later.12 


! Bh. B, LLL p. 24; 1.3.6, p. 90; 1.1.11, p. 92, etc. 

2 Op. cit., 1.1.4, p. 19; 1.1.11, p. 24, “Tat küranütmanü kāryātmanā dvi- 
rüpena avasthitam"'; 1.2.23, p. 46. 

3 Op. cit., 1.1.4, p. 18. 

4 Op. cit., 1.1.4; p. 18, " Ato bhinnàbhinna-svarüpam Brahmeti sthitam ”. 

6 Agantuka. 

6 Bh. B., 2.3.43, p. 141, “Sa ca bhinnàbhinna-svarüpo' abhinna-svàübhàvi- 
kam aupüdhikam tu bhinna-rüpam"'; cf. also 3.2.27 (written as 3.2.26 in order 
to be in conformity with the numbering of sütras by Samkara), p. 170; 4.1.3, 
p. 221; 4.4.4, p. 243. See below. 

7 Bh. B., 3.2.11, p. 165. 

8 Prapaüca-vilaksana and prapaiica-lakgana. 

9 Bh. B., 1.1.20, p. 29; 1.2.23, p. 46. 

10 Op. cit., 3.2.11, p. 165; 3.2.13, p. 166; 3.2.23, p. 169; 3.4.8, p. 202. 

11 Op. cit., 3.2.11, p. 165; 3.2.23, p. 168; etc. See below. 

12 See below. 
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Bháskara points out that even when Brahman manifests Himself 
as effects, He never Himself actually becomes the Universe, but remains 
unchanged and unmodified in nature, as a spider remains unchanged, 
though weaving its web out of itself.1 Creation means the mani- 
festation of Brahman’s power,? and Brahman’s immanence in the 
created effects is not His actual transformation in the form of those 
éffects, but is simply His abiding within the universe and within the 
hearts of men as their Inner Controller and Inner Soul,? Himself 
remaining in His pristine exalted condition, absolutely unaffected by 
their defects and miseries.4 

Now, Nimbàrka agrees with Bhaskara in holding that Brahman 
is both transcendent and immanent, i.c. both the transcendent creator 
and the immanent ruler; that He is never actually transformed into the 
form of the Universe and that transformation means nothing but 
projection of His power.5 

But in Nimbàrka we do not find any such sharp and emphatic 
distinction between the two forms of Brahman, His karana-riipa and 
His karya-ripa. According to Nimbàrka, Brahman, of course, has 
a kárana-rüpa when He is a pure cause, without producing any effects, 
e.g. during the time of universal dissolution; but even in His causal 
state, Brahman is not absolutely non-differenced, or nirviáesa, a pure 
unity or a bare identity as Bhaskara holds. According to Bhaskara 
in His causal state, Brahman is free from all distinctions whatsoever, 
i.e. He has then no internal differences 9 even, i.e. His powers and 
qualities involve no difference in Him. During His causal state the 
sentient and the non-sentient — His two powers, remain completely 
merged in Him, like a grain of salt in the sea,”? and His qualities, such 
as knowledge and the rest, are non-different from Him, just as heat, 
the quality of fire, is non-different from fire, and do not imply any 
difference of nature on His part.8 In short, according to Bhaskara, 
Brahman is an abstract Unity in His causal state, with no internal 


1 Bh. B., 2.1.14, p. 96. 
2 Op. cit., 1.4.25, p. 85; 2.1.14, pp. 96, 97; 2.1.27, p. 105. 
3 Op. cit., 1.2.5-6, p. 39; 1.2.18, p. 44. 
4 Op. cit., 1.1.17, p. 26; 1.2.8, p. 40; 1.3.7, pp. 52, 53; 1.4.21, p. 82; 2.1.22, 
p. 103. ' 
5 Sakti-viksepa. 
9 Cp. the three kinds of bhedas, sajatiya, vijátiya and svagata. 
? See below. 
8 Bh. B., 3.2.23, p. 169; 4.4.7, p. 244. 
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differences, but becomes a concrete unity in His effected state, with the 
internal differences of the sentient and the non-sntient. But for 
Nimbarka, Brahman is always differenced or savisega, in the sense that 
He has always internal differences, i.e. is always a concrete Unity even 
during His causal state. The sentient and the non-sentient are never 
absolutely identical with Brahman, never absolutely merged and ab- 
sorbed in Him like a gfain of salt thrown into the sea, but always 
retain their own individuality and separateness even during salvation 
and dissolution, and as such, they always constitute the internal 
differences of Brahman. Thus, a pure, non-differenced unity is a 
thing unknown to Nimbarka. Nimbàrka, in fact, does not think 
it necessary to note the kàrana-rüpa of Brahman separately from His 
karya-ripa for the evident reason that he thinks that there is no 
fundamental distinction between them to require special mention. 

Aceording to Bhaskara, as according to Nimbàrka, Brahman is 
a qualified Being although, as noted above, the qualities of Brahman 
involve no difference in His own nature.! Brahman is pure existence 
and pure knowledge,? yet He is a knower or possesses knowledge as 
His quality.? He is omniscient and omnipotent.4 Hc has many 
other qualities too, such as freedom from sins, freedom from fear, 
etc.5 

It is curious that Bhaskara nover directly refers to Brahman as 
possessed of innumerable qualities, as Nimbarka repeatedly does.” 
He throughout emphasizes only one quality of Brahman, viz. Omnis- 
cience. Everywhere he refers to Brahman as Omniscient and Omni- 
potent. Again and again, these two adjectives are coupled together 
and prefixed before the word “‘Brahman’’, whenever the word is 
mentioned ?. In many other places, again, he speaks of Brahman 


- —— 


1 Bh. B., 3.2.23, p. 169 (“Na dharmadharmibhedena svarüpabhedahy "), 
4.4." (p. 244). j 

2 Op. cit., 3.2.15, 16, p. 166; 3.2.17, p. 166; 3.2.19, p. 167; 3.2.23, pp. 168- 
169. Brahman is sal-laksana and bodha-laksana. 

3 Op. cit., 1.1.2, etc. 4 Sce below. 

6 Op. cit., 1.1.20, p. 29; 1.2.8, p. 40; 1.2.18, p. 44, etc. 

9 Ananta-guna. 

7 Vide V.P.S., 1.1.1, p. 1 (page references are to the K.S.S. ed., through- 
out); 3.2.11, p. 279, etc. etc.; S.N.K.S., Sloka 1, ete. 

8 Sarvajna and sarva-sakti. 

® Bh. B., 1.1.2, p. 8; 1.1.11, p. 24; 1.2.6, p. 39; 1.4.26, p. 83; 2.1.14, pp. 96, 
97; 2.1.24, p. 104; 2.1.33, p. 107; 2.2.37 (printed as 2.2.40 in conformity with 
the numbering of Samkara), p. 128, etc. etc. 
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as possessed of infinite and inconceivable powers.1 With him, thus, 
the stress is throughout on the wonderful and innumerable powers 
(Sakti), of Brahman, rather than on His wonderful and innumerable 
qualities (guna), as with Nimbarka. In fact, not once does he take 
the trouble of describing Brahman as an abode of all auspicious 
qualities etc., but rather takes it for granted that Brahman is pos- 
sessed of various qualities, and speaks of some of them incidentally 
in connection with discussing the import of certain scriptural texts.” 
More particularly, he never refers to those softer qualities of the Lord 
which play so prominent a part in the system of Nimbarka and es- 
pecially in that of his followers. He, of course, like all the rest, des- 
cribes Brahman as blissful, but not once does he speak of Brahman’s 
beauty, loveliness or grace. 


Bhàskara, in fact, does not regard Brahman as a personal and 
embodied being as Nimbàrka does. According to Nimbàrka, as we 
have seen, the Lord is the Highest Person or Purusottama, possessed 
of a celestial body, full of divine beauty and grace. But Bhaskara 
does not speak of the body of Brahman. He also makes no mention 
of incarnations as Nimbarka does and in his criticism of the Paficaratra 
system * he definitely rejects the theory of four vyühas,—which is 
accepted by Nimbàrka and his followers. 


There is not a single mention of the grace of the Lord in Bhaskara’s 
commentary 5 and never does he call Brahman “ bhaktavatsala’’, etc. 
which Nimbarka does so often. According to Bhaskara, Brahman is 
to be worshipped indeed, but not as a Personal God of love and grace, 
but as a formless and distinctionless entity, in whatever way that 
might be possible. Thus, while according to Nimbàrka, the Lord 
is to be known, loved and worshipped, according to Bhaskara, Brahman 
is to be known and worshipped, and not loved. 


Bhaskara holds, in opposition to Samkara, that Brahman, though 
not something to be produced, modified and purified, is yet somothing 


1 Bh. B., 1.4.25, p. 85; 2.1.14, pp. 97, 98; 2.1.30, p. 106; 2.2.2, p. 110; 
2.4.4, p. 146; etc. Ananta-acintya-sakti. 

2 Op. cit., 1.1.20; 1.2.8; etc. 

3 Op. cit., 1.1.12-19, pp. 24-29. 

* Op. cit., 2.2.38—40 (printed as 2.2.41—44 in the book in conformity with 
Samkara’s numbering of the sütras), pp. 128-129. 

5 See below under "sádhanas". 

9 I.e. as niráküra and nirvisesa. See below. 
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to be obtained.! He is to be approached by freed souls and to be 
obtained by them.?  . 

Here Nimbarka agrees with Bhaskara.3 This question is con- 
nected with the question whether salvation is a positive acquisition, 
or a mere negative removal of nescience (as held by Samkara), which 
will be considered below. 

Thus, we conclude that although there is a general agreement 
between Nimbarka and Bhaskara with regard to the nature and qua- 
lities of Brahman, as the Universal Cause etc., yet there is a vital 
point of divergence between the two in that Nimbarka does not coun- 
tenance the purely formless and distinctionless aspect of Brahman 
on which Bhàskara lays so great a stress. 


(3) The cit. 


Like Nimbarka, Bhaskara holds that the soul is knowledge by 
nature and a knower,? and an enjoyer,9 and an active agent;? that 
in size, it is atomic 8 and that in number it is infinito.? 

But the fundamental difference between Nimbarka and Bhaskara 
is that Bhaskara holds that although the soul is an enjoyer, etc. yct 
its state of being an enjoyer, an agent, atomic and innumerable 10 
is neither original and natural, nor eternal, but due to limiting ad- 
juncts and adventitious, lasting so long only as the limiting adjunct 
itself does.!! 

This follows from the peculiar doctrine of Bhaskara, that the 
individual soul is different-nondifferent from Brahman 1? during the 


à aam MÀ € a 


1 Bh. B., 1.1.4, p. 20. Contrast S.B., 1.1.4, pp. 161ff., i.e. according to 
Bhaskara, Brahman, though not upadya, vikarya and samskarya, is yet üpya. 

2 Op. cit., 1.2.4, p. 38; 1.2.13, p. 41; 1.3.1, p. 52. 

3 See above Nimbiarka’s doctrine of salvation. 

4 See below under “Moksa”. 
Bh. B., 2.3.18, p. 135. 
Op. cit., 1.1.17, p. 26; 1.2.8, p. 40; 1.3.7, pp. 52-53; 2.1.22, p. 103. 
Op. cit., 2.3.33—39, pp. 138-139. 
Op. cit., 2.3.19—28, pp. 135-137. 
Op. cit., 1.4.21, p. 52; 2.2.37 (printed as 2.2.40 in the book in conformity 
with Samkara's numbering), p. 128. 

10 Bhoktrtva, kartrtva, anutva and anantatva. 

11 I.e. not svaébhavika and nitya, but aupüdhika, ágantuka and anitya. 

12 Bh. B., 1.1.17, p. 26; 1.2.6, p. 39; 1.2.20, p. 45; 1.4.21, p. 81; 2.1.22, 
p. 103; 2.3.43, p. 141; 3.2.6, p. 102; 3.2.28-29 (printed as 3.2.27.28 in con- 
formity with Samkara's numbering), p. 170. See below. 
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state of mundane existence only, but originally, i.e. during the causal 
state of Brahman, it was non-different from Brahman and ultimately, 
i.e. during the states of dissolution and salvation, it will be non- 
different from Brahman.! 

Thus, during the state of mundane existence, i.e. during the 
effected state of Brahman, the individual soul, as a part and an effect 
of Brahman and as abiding in and resting on Him, is non-different 
from Him, because the part is non-different from the whole, the effect 
from the cause, the support from the supported.2 Yet at the same 
time, it is different from Brahman because of the upādhi or limiting 
adjunct which separates it from Brahman. Curiously enough, Bhas- 
kara illustrates his theory by the examples used by both Parinàma- 
vadins and Vivarta-vadins. He says that the individual soul is a part 
of the Supreme Being, a part due to the limiting adjunct of beginning- 
less avidyà and karma, just as a spark is of fire, or the ether within 
the ear (limited by the upadhi ‘ear’) is of the universal ether or the 
vital air within everybody (limited by the upàdhi ‘body’) is of the 
universal air. Thus, whenever Bhàskara speaks of the individual 
soul as a part of Brahman, he cites the example of spark and fire, but 
says at the same time that the individual soul is a part of Brahman _ 
due to upddhis.4 

It is clear, therefore, that by the term "upadhi" Bhaskara does 
not understand something false or illusóry, as Samkara does, other- 
wise he would not have quoted the example of spark and fire, a spark 
being a real part of fire. As we have seen above, he says that the 
upadhis are beginningless avidyé and karma. Again, in another 
place, he says that the upádhis are buddhi, the internal organ etc., 
and their qualities, viz. attachment etc., based on the sense of egoity.9 
What he means is that so long as the individual soul is under the 
clutches of avidy&à " and regards itself as absolutely different from 


1 See below under “Relation between Brahman, cit and acit. 

2 Bh. B., 1.4.2, p. 472; 2.1.14, p. 93; 2.1.18, p. 101; 2.4.4, p. 145; 2.1.19, 
p. 102. 

3 Op. cit., 1.4.21, p. 81. 

4 Op. cit., 2.3.43, p. 140; 3.2.30 (printed as 3.2.29 in conformity with 
Samkara's numbering), p. 170. Vide also 3.2.19, p. 167 and 3.2.29, pp. 107-168. 

5 Op. cit., 1.4.21, p. 81. 

€ Op. cit., 2.3.29-30, p. 137. 

7 Avidyá is defined thus: '' Sartrádav-an&tma-buddhih". Bh. B., 1.1.4, 
p. 21; vide also p. 19. ; 
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Brahman !, it is led on to perform küàmya-karmas etc.— i.e. act in a 
selfish spirit, and this leads it to be connected with matter, i.e. with 
the body, the senses, buddhi, internal organ etc., and matter serves 
as a limiting adjunct to differentiate it from Brahman. 

Bháskara admits, therefore, the reality of up&ádhis. He explicitly 
says that what is aup&dhika is not apàramarthika.? The difference 
between what is svabhavika or natural and what is aupadhika or 
unnatural is not a difference between what is real and what is unreal, 
but only a difference between what is original and real for ever (nitya) 
and what is adventitious and not real for ever, but for a time being 
only (anitya). Bhaskara points out that what is adventitious and not 
original is not necessarily false, e.g. a thing which has no heat within 
it, may become hot when in contact with fire (as an iron pot placed 
over fire), but this heat which is something adventitious is not some- 
thing unreal. Thus, according to Bhaskara, what is aupadhika is 
real, very real, so far as it goes, i.c. so long as the upadhi lasts, but 
ceases to be so as soon as the upaédhi ceases. This sense of the ‘aupa- 
dhika’ is exactly opposed to the Samkarite sense of it. According to 
Samkara, what is aupadhika is never real, for if it be real, it could not 
be ever-negated. Samkara thus identifies reality with permanence. 
According to him, what is existent or sat is true for all times. But 
according to Bhàskara, reality and permanence are not necessarily 
identical. ' A real thing may be non-permanent, i.e. be real for a time 
only and not all throughout. According to Bhaskara, therefore, the 
non-differonce of the soul from Brahman is SVABHAVIKA, 1.6. REAL AND 
LASTING, being real always,— during the state of mundane existence 
as well as during the states of dissolution and salvation; while its 
difference from Brahman is aupddhika, i.e. real, though not lasting, 
being real during the state of mundane existence only.4 


1 Bh. B., 2.3.20, p. 137. "Yàvadayam àtmà kevalena dvaitadargancna 
samsarati tavat-kalabhavi buddhyadyupadhi-yogah.”’ 

3 Op. cit., 2.3.40, p. 139. “Na caupüdhikam kartrtvam apāramārthikam. ” 

3 Op. cit., 3.3.40, p. 139. 

4 Op. cit., 2.3.43, pp. 140-141; 3.2.6, p. 162; 3.2.26 (printed as 3.2.25 in 
conformity with the numbering of Samkara), pp. 161-162; 4.1.3, p. 221; 4.4.4, 
p. 243. See below under “Relation between Brahman, cit and acit". It is 
interesting to compare the view of Bhaskara with that of Audulomi (as given 
by Bhàskara himself). According to Audulomi (Bhaskara points out) tho soul 
is absolutely different, or atyanta-bhinna from Brahman during its state of 
bondage, but becomes different from Him during its state of release. (Bh. B., 
1.4.20, p. 81). Bhaskara criticises this view in the next sūtra (op. cit., 1.4.21, 
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When the upadhi is removed, then the soul becomes one with 
Brahman, just as when the pot is broken, the ether within the pot 
becomes one with the universal ether,! or just as a grain of salt when 
thrown into the sea becomes one with the salt water.? It attains the 
pure form of the Supreme Self 3 and becomes omniscient and omni- 
potent * and all-pervading 5 like Brahman, it becomes the Universal 
soul like Him.9 

After having thus considered what exactly is the significance 
of the term '"upüdhi" in Bhaskara, we can now understand clearly 
why and in what sense Bhaskara calls the soul's state of being an 
agent, an enjoyer and atomic of the soul, aupádhika merely and not 
natural. He points out that if the soul were a natural agent, it would 
have continued to act always, but since where there 1s action there is 
enjoyment and where there is enjoyment there is mundane existence, 
the soul would have been subject to the mundane existence always 
and would have never been free." The fact is that the soul is an 
agent so long asit has a body, senses, etc., so long asit is connected with 
the upàdhis of matter, but it is no longer an agent when the upadhi 
is no more, just as a carpenter is an agent when he has his tools with 
him and not otherwise,9 or just as fire produces smoke when it is in 
contact with fuel and not otherwise.? And this agency of the soul, 
though aupüdhika, is not unreal,!9 i.e. the soul though not always an 
agent is a real one, so long as it remains as such, i.e. during its state of 
bondage. The (aupadhika) agency of the soul is dependent upon 
Brahman !1—a point common with Nimbàárka, according to whom also 
its agency is dependent on Him. 


p. 81) and points out that the soul can never be absolutely different from Brahman, 
for even during the state of mundane existence it is the Supreme Soul Himself 
who abides as the individual soul. Even the upadhi or matter cannot make the 
soul absolutely different from Brahman, just as the spark is not absolutely different 
from fire, or the ether within the ear-hole from the universal ether. Hence, 
even during the state of mundane existence the souls are not atyanta-bhinna from 
Brahman, but bhinndbhinna from Him. 


1 Bh. B., 4.4.4, p, 243. 2 Op. cit., 4.2.15, p. 231. 

3 Op. cit., 4.4.2, p. 242. 4 Op. cit., 4.4.7, p. 244. 

5 Op. cit., 4.4.15, p. 247. 8 Op. cit., 4.4.7, p. 244. 

? Op. cit, 3.3.4, p. 139. “Ne svibhavikam kartrtvam, anirmoksa-pra- 
sahgüt"'. 


8 Op. cit., 3.3.40, p. 139. 
9 Op. cit., 3.4.25, (printed as 3.4.26 in conformity with the numbering of 
Samkara), p. 210. 
10 Op. cit., 3.3.40, p. 139. 11 Op. cit., 2.3.41, p.140. 
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The soul's state of being an agent too is similarly aup&dhika, 
lasting so long only as karmas and their results, viz. the body etc., do.! 

The atomicity of the soul too is aupadhika only, for it, as non- 
different from Brahman, is all-pervading by nature.? 

Bhaskara does not say explicitly whether the soul's state of being 
innumerable too is aupüdhika only; but in view of the fact that the 
freed souls merge absolutely into Brahman, as salt in the sea,® it is 
evident that it too is aupadhike, seeing that a grain of salt thrown 
into the sea and immediately dissolved in it cannot, of course, be 
distinguished from a thousand other grains so thrown. 

Only the soul's state of being a knower is not aupádhika, but is 
natural, for the soul being Brahman Himself,—who is a knower—is 
always knowledge and a knower.* 

Now, if we compare this view of Bhaskara with that of Nimbarka, 
we find how divergent are their opinions on some very fundamental 
points. Firstly, according to Nimbàrka, the soul is a knower, an agent 
an enjoyer, atomic in size and infinite in number, all throughout, in 
bondage as in release, secondly, the soul is always different-non- 
different from Brahman, but can never become absolutely identical 
with Him. Hence while according to Nimbarka, the soul’s state of 
being an agent, an enjoyer, atomic, innumerable and different. 
nondifferent from Brahman aro svabhavika, i.e. real and ever-lasting, 
according to Bhaskara they are aupadhika, i.e. real but temporary. 

Like Nimbarka, Bhaskara holds that the souls and the world are 
powers of Brahman. Brahman has two powers—bhogya-$akti and 
bhoktr-Sakti. The first is transformed into the non-sentient world, 
the second into sentient souls. 

As regards the different states of the soul, viz. dream, deep sleep, 
etc. Bháskara agrees generally with Nimbarka, only unlike Nimbarka, 
he holds that the dream-creations are not real and that they are 
created by the individual soul and not by the Lord. 

As regards the different destinies and paths of the soul, Bhaskara 
is in complete agreement with Nimbarka. 
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1 Bh. B., 3.4.26, (printed as 26 in conformity with the numbering of 
Samkara), p. 210. 

2 Op. cit., 3.3.29-32, pp. 137-138; 4.4.15, p. 247. 

3 See below. 

4 Bh. B. 2.3.18, p. 135. “Svabhavikafi cásya brahma-rupam, aupüdhikam 
itarat". 

5 Op. cit., 2.1.27, p. 106. 
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(4) The acit. 


Bhaskara agrees with Nimbarka generally as regards the process 
of creation and dissolution, etc.,! but he differs from him in holding 
that the universe, liko the individual souls, is different-nondifferent 
from Brahman during His effected state, but non-different from Him 
during His causal state. It is different-nondifferent from Brahman 
during the state of mundane existence for the very same reasons the 
souls are so, as noted above 2~-i.e. non-different as a part and effect 
of Brahman 3 and different as matter. But during dissolution it 
becomes merged in Brahman and absolutely one with it, just as a 
lump of salt, thrown into the sea, becomes absolutely one with and 
non-distinguishable from it. And, just as everything thrown into a 
salt-lake becomes salt, so the non-sentient merged in the sentient 
becomes sentient indeed. 

But according to Nimbarka, as we have seen, the non-sentient 
matter can never discard its own nature and become sentient Brahman, 
and therefore the Universe is always different-nondifferent from 
Brahman, during creation as well as dissolution. 

Bhaskara also does not speak of the three kinds of the non- 
sentient, aprakrta; kala, otc., but of the universe alone, which he 
points out—in opposition to Samkara and in agreement with 
Nimbarka—is real 5 and eternal.9 


(5) The relation between Brahman, the cit and the acit. 


Like Nimbarka, Bhaskara recognises three eternal realities, 
Brahman, the sentient and the non-sentient.’? The relation between 


1 Bh. B., 2.3.1-16, pp. 130ff. 2 See above. 

3 Bh. B., 2.4.4, pp. 145-146. 

4 Op. cit., 3.2.17, pp. 166-167. — "Cetane acetanam ksiptam abhedat cetano 
bhavet. 

Rümáyàm vastu vinyastam tat sarvam lavapnibhavet". Cf. also 2.1.9, 
p. 91. * 

5 Op. cit., 1.1.4, pp. 18, 20; 2.1.4, p. 93;'3.2.11, p. 165; 3.2.23, p. 168. 

8 Op. cit., 2.4.4, p. 146. 

When the universe disappears, i.e. is discovered into Brahman in dissolution, 
it does not become unreal, but only indistinguishable from Brahman, just as & 
grain of salt does not become unreal when dissolved in the sea. Hence the 
world is eternally true. The same is the case with the soul too. 

7 Op. cit., 2.3.16, p. 184:—The jiva is nitya. Op. cit., 2.4.4, p. 146:— The 
jagat is nitya. 
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them has already been noted. It is a relation of different-non- 
difference during the effected state of Brahman,—during creation and 
mundane existence, and a relation of non-difference (absolute identity) 
during the causal state of Brahman—during dissolution and salvation, 
and here, as we have seen, Bhaskara fundamentally differs from. 
Nimbàrka. 2 

It will be interesting and instructive to consider the Bhedábheda- 
vada of Bhaskara a little more in detail in order to find out wherein 
does it exactly differ from the Bhed&àbheda-vàda of Nimbarka. 

Bhàskara begins with a severe criticism of the view of those who 
hold non-difference to be the only reality. No doubt he has here 
Samkara in mind. He points out that difference is an indisputable 
fact of direct experience and hence can by no means be summarily 
rejected on the ground of mere logical subtleties, e.g. we find that a 
cow is different from a horse, a pot from a piece of cloth and so on.! 
All things thus, are mutually different and so how can we disbelieve 
this fact of direct experience ?. Knowledge of difference too is know- 
ledge no less than knowledge of non-difference.? So, if we do not 
regard the one—viz. the latter, as false, what right have we to regard 
the former to be so? 

Nor can it be objected that difference and non-difference are 
mutually contradictory and cannot, therefore, co-exist,—for this 
too is a fact of direct experience that the two do co-exist. In fact 
nothing is seen to be pure non-difference or pure difference in the 
world of experience. Everything is, really, different-non-different, 
different as effects and individuals, and non-different as springing from 
the same cause and belonging to the same genus, e.g., à cow is different 
from another cow as an individual cow, but non-different from it as 
belonging to the same genus ‘cow’. Again, a cow is different from a 
horse as a cow, but ngn-different from it being an existent substance 
like it and so on.8 Similarly, a gold ear-ring is different from a gold 
bracelet, but non-different from it as gold. Everything must be 
decided to be true or false on the basis of direct experience alone and 


direct experience guarantees us in believing that difference and non- 
difference do co-exist.4 


1 Bh. B., 2.1.14, p. 99. 
2 Op. cit., 1.1.4, p. 19. “Bheda-jiaénam api jfiànam eva” 2.1.14, p. 94, 
line 13, 98. 
3 Op. cit., 1.1.4, pp. 16-17. * Op. cit., 1.1.4, pp. 10-17. 
I3 
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Hence it is that there is no contradiction or mutual opposition 
between Brahman, the Unity, and Universe, the plurality, as between 
heat and cold. If there were any such contradiction, the Universe 
of souls and matter could not have arisén from Brahman, abode in 
Him, and been merged in him,—as declared by Scripture.! Hence, 
unity and plurality are both real and co-existent.? 

After thus establishing the reality of difference and its co-existence 
with non-difference, Bháskara goes on to declare that the former, 
though real, is not ever-lasting,—i.e. is not svabhavika or original 
and ultimate but is awpddhika or adventitious and non-permanent, 
He emphasizes this point again and again. We have seen above the 
peculiar sense in which Bhàskara uses the term 'aupadhika'—viz. 
what is real so long as it lasts, only it does not last for ever like what 
is svabhavika does. Hence, according to Bhaskara, difference is 
not less real than non-difference, but only less permanent. It lasts, asa 
reality, so long as the upàdhis—viz. avidyà, karma, matter, do but 
disappears when the upàdhis are removed, just as the ether within 
the pot disappears when the pot is smashed,* or just as the stain 
on a piece of gold disappears when in contact with fire.5 

Herein we find a definite point of divergence between Nimbarka 
and Bhaskara. According to Nimbarka, as we have seen, difference 
and non-difference are not only equally real but also equally permanent. 
Just as there can be no pure difference, so exactly there can be no 
pure non-difference at any tvme. According to Bhaskara, however, 
as we have seen, although there can be no pure difference and pure 
non-difference in the world of experience (i.e. during the effected state 
of Brahman), still there can be pure non-difference beyond the world 
of experience (i.e. during the causal state of Brahman). 

However much Bhaskara may try to prove by his peculiar theory 
of upadhi that difference, though not ever-lasting like non-difference, 
is nevertheless equally real with it, yet we cannot but feel that the 
two do not hold exactly an equal place in his system, as they do in 
that of Nimbarka, If difference be neither original, nor ultimate, 
but only an intermediate passing phase, destined to come to an end, 
however real it may be during that period, it must of necessity be less 


1 Vide o.g. Tait. 3.1. 2 Bh. B., 1.1.4, p. 17. 

8 Op. cit., 2.3.43, p. 141; 3.2.6, p. 162; 3.2.12, p. 165; 3.2.27, (printed as 
$.2.26 in conformity with Samkara's numbering), p. 170; 4.1.12, p. 221; 4.4.4, 
p. 243. 

4 Op. oit., 4.4.4, p. 246. 6 Op. cit., 4.1.3, p. 221. 
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important and less real than non-difference, which is there for ever and 
from all eternity. But in Nimbàrka's system, as we have seen, 
difference and non-difference are precisely on the same level and of 
the same importance. 

Bhaskara’s theory may appropriately be called “ Aupadhika- 
bhedabheda-vada’’,! as distinguished from the ‘‘Svabhavika-bheda- 
bheda-vāda” of Nimbarka. 


(6) Mokga. 


Bhàskara holds, like Nimbarka, that salvation is a state of supreme 
bliss, and not a state of pure consciousness only, which he points out, 
is no better than a state of unconsciousness.? Salvation is a positive 
state, a positive new acquisition, i.e. something new to be obtained, 
and not à mere negative removal of the veil of nescience.3 The soul is 
ever free.4 If salvation were ever-obtained, everyone would have 
been free.5 

Like Nimbarka again, Bhaskara holds that salvation can be 
obtained only after the destruction of the earthly body. When 
the works, which have already begun to bear fruits, are all fully 
exhausted by retributive experience, and when the earthly body, as a 
consequence, comes to be dissolved, then and then alone can one 
attain final emancipation.6 He severely criticises the Samkarite 
conception of Jivan-mukti.? 

But the fundamental difference between Nimbarka and Bhaskara, 
as we have already seen, is that Bhaskara holds, unlike Nimbarka, 
that in salvation the individual soul becomes absolutely identical with 
Brahman.8 This Nimbarka never maintains. 

Another fundamental difference between the two is that while 
Bhaskara admits of two kinds of salvation—viz. sadyomukti or 


1 Sundarabhatta, ohe of the followers of Nimbarka, does actually refer to 
Bhaskara as the upholder of the ‘Aupadhika-bhed&bheda-vada’. Vide SJS., 
p. 30. 

2 Bh. B., 1.1.5, p. 21. He holds that it is better to be a jackal in the forest 
than to be a mukta in the Samkarite sense. 1.3.9, p. 54; 4.4.7, p. 244. 

3 See above. 4 Bh. B., 1.4.21, p. 18. 

5 Op. cit., 1.1.5, p. 20. 

9 Op. cit., 3.4.25, (printed as 3.4.26 in conformity with Samkara's num- 
bering), p. 210; 4.1.14, p. 224; 4.1.18, p. 220. 

7 Op. cit., 3.4.25, (printed as 3.4.26 in conformity with Samkara's num- 
bering), p. 210. 

8 Seo above. 
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immediate release and krama-mukti or gradual release, Nimbarka 
does not. Bhaskara points out that in accordance with the rule 
‘ As you meditate, so you become’ (Chand. 3. 14. 1), those who meditate 
on the Para Brahman or the Supreme Brahman, attain the Supreme 
Brahman and become free at once, i.e. they at once become identical 
with Brahman and as such, omniscient, omnipotent and all-pervading 
like Him. This is immediate release. But those who meditate on 
the Karya Brahman or the effected Brahman, viz. Hiranyagarbha 
only, attain at first the effected Brahman only, and not the Supreme 
Brahman at once. Then, after having acquired supreme knowledge 
there in the world of Hiranyagarbha, they, on the dissolution of that 
world, attain the Supreme Brahman by and by, together with 
Hiranyagarbha.! This is gradual release, These latter kind of 
freed souls remain distinct from Brahman, so long as they have not 
attained the Supreme Brahman, and are às such not so long omni- 
potent like Him, but lack the power of creating, maintaining and 
destroying the Universe? But when they at last attain the Supreme 
Brahman, they become omnipotent like the immediately freed souls. 

But according to Nimbárka there is only one kind of salvation, 
viz. sadyo-mukti, and, the freed souls ever lack the power of creation, 
etc. and are ever atomic in size. | 


(7) The sddhanas. 


Bháskara lays a very great stress on karma or action as a direct 
means to salvation. He begins by pointing out that the enquiry into 
Brahman is to be undertaken only after an enquiry into karma, for 
knowledge must essentially be combined with action in order to lead 
to salvation, and unless we first know the nature of actions, we cannot 
possibly decide which actions are to be so combined and which not.2 
Bháskara insists on this ‘combination of knowledge and action’ 
{jfiana-karma-samuccaya) again and again all throughout.& He 


1 Bh. B., 3.1.17, p. 157; 4.3.14, p. 240. See below. 

2 Op. cit., 4.4.17-22, pp. 247-249. The sadyo-muktas are ‘niravadhi- 
kaiévarya’, while the krama-muktas are " sávadhikai$varya". 

8 Op. cit., 1.1.1, p. 2. 

* Op. cit, 1.1.1, p. 2. ‘Atra hi jüüána-karma-samuccayát moksa-prüptih 
sutrakárasya abhipretá'; 1.1.1., p. 4; 1.1.4, p. 16; 1.1.5, pp. 20, 21; 3.4.1, 
p. 201; 3.4.25 (printed as 3.4.26 in conformity with the numbering of Samkara), 
pp. 207, 209, 210; 4.1.6, p. 225. 
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points out that one who has studied the Vedas can claim only to have 
& knowledge of the meaning of the scriptural texts, but the real know- 
ledge of Brahman depends on some other factors—viz. the proper 
and disinterested performance of the daily and occasional (nitya 
and naimittika) duties, and of sacrifices, etc., the practice of charity 
and penance, the cultivation of self-control and tranquillity, etc. and 
so on, as declared by Scripture.} 

Mere action is of course of no avail, for the fruits of mere action 
are transitory and therefore worthless. But when combined with 
knowledge, it yields permanent results.? 

On the other hand, mere knowledge is of no avail. Knowledge 
by itself does not lead to salvation unless combined with action and 
meditation.’ 

The next question is: In what relation do these two—viz. 
action and knowledge, stand to each other? Bhāskara points out 
that the former is not the cause of the origin of the latter, since 
knowledge arises from sravana or hearing of scriptural texts etc.,* — 
but is an essential ingredient of it, an essential ingredient that 
must accompany knowledge, already obtained from other sources, 
till the end, helping it to lead to final release. Thus, each of these 
two has its peculiar function:—the knowledge of identity removes 
all traces of avidyà and passion, attachment etc., while the propcr 
performance of daily and occasional karmas removes all traces of past 
karmas.® 

Then Bhàskara goes on to point out that this jfíana-karma- 
samuccaya is nothing but updsanaé-karma-samuccaya,’ for knowledge 
cannot stop at itself, but must lead to meditation. Thus, first we 
acquire à knowledge of the Self and then after having thus determined 
what the Self is, we then afterwards meditate on it, just as we first 
know the king or the preceptor, and then worship him.8 So long 


1 Bh. B., 1.1.1, pp. 2-5. The passage referred to is Brh. 4.4.22. 

2 Op. cit., 1.1.1, p. 4 “Svatah ksanikasyüpi karmano jiana-rasa-viddhasva 
aksayaphalatvaét na kslyata iti ucyate”’. 

3 Op. cit., 3.4.1, p. 201; 3.4.25, (printed as 3.4.26 in conformity with 
Samkara’s numbering), p. 209. 

£ Op. cit., 3.4.25, (printed as 3.4.26), p. 209; 4.4.1, p. 219. 

5 Op. cit., 3.4.25, (printed as 3.4.26), p. 209. 

8 Op. cit., 1.1.1, p. 3; 3.4.25, (printed as 3.4.26), p. 209. 

7 Op. cit., 1.1.1, p. 3. 

è Op. cit., 3.3.1, p. 174. 
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as we do not practise meditation, we do not get rid of mundane 
existence.! 

Thus, knowledge, leading to meditation, plus action is the cause 
of salvation. 

Now, there are various kinds of meditations, viz. Parabrahma- 
upásanà, Karyabrahma-upésané and Pratika-upásana. Of these, the 
Parabrahma-upásanà or meditation on the Supreme Brahman is the 
best. Now, as we have seen,? the Supreme Brahman has two forms— 
viz. kárana-rüpa or the causal form and karya-riipa or the effected 
form. The question is: Is He to be meditated on in both these 
forms? Bhaskara strongly repudiates this suggestion. The Supreme 
Brahman, he points out, is to be meditated on in His k&rana-rüpa 
alone, and never in His kàrya-rüpa. Thus Brahman is to be meditated 
on in His pure causal form, as a pure Unity, devoid of all differences 
whatsoever, as formless, as different from the universe of souls and 
matter, as pure existence, as pure knowledge, and as one and 
without a second.3 Such a Brahman is to be meditated on as 
identical with the self of the meditating devotee himself thus: ‘I am 
Brahman,” or in the reciprocal form: “I am Brahman, Brahman is 
I".5 This meditation on the identity between Brahman and the 
soul, removes all aj fidna,® and all diffetences which are but aupadhika, 
just as the stain on a lump of gold is removed when it is put to fire,’ 
and the devotee attains identity with Brahman at once, i.e. immediate 
release. 

Beside this kind of meditation on the formless and attributeless 
Supreme Brahman, there are certain saguna upàsanàs of Him—i.e. 
the upāsanās of Brahman under various aspects, and possessing various 
qualities, as designated in the Upanisads—viz.. the Sandilya-vidya, 


1 Bh. B., 3.4.25 (printed as 3.3.26 in conformity with Samkara’s num- 
bering), p. 209; cf. also 3.2.25-26 (printed as 3.2.24-25 in conformity with 
Samkara’s numbering), pp. 169-170. 

2 See above. 

3 Bh. B., 3.2.11, pp. 164-165; 3.2.12, p. 165. That is, Brahman is to be 
meditated on in His éóuddha-k&ürana-rüpa, as abheda, niráküra, prapafica-vilak- 
sana, sal-lakgana, bodha-loksana ekamev&dvitiyam. 

* Op. cit., 3.2.15, p. 166. 

5 Op. cit., 3.3.30, (printed as 3.3.37 in conformity with Samkara's num- 
bering), p. 181. 

9 Op. cit., 1.1.1, p. 3. 

? Op. cit., 4.1.3, p. 221. 8 Op. cit., 4.3.14, p. 240. 
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the Madhu-vidyà and the rest.! These, too, lead to the Supreme 
Brahman, i.e. to salvation—any one of them.? 

Secondly, there is upāsanā of the Karya-brahma or Hiranya- 
garbha. Those who practise this sort of meditation, first attain 
Hiranyagarbha and then the Supreme Brahman, i.e. gradual release.® 

Thirdly, there are meditations on symbols, such as names and the 
rest. Those who practise this sort of meditations do not attain 
Brahman, but only limited results.‘ 


The following is a chart of the various kinds of Upásanàs:— 


Morus 
3 D odd PUN 
(1) Para-brahma- (2) Kàrya-brahma- (3) Pratika-upaásaná 
upásaná. upásanà (leading to limited 
(leading to Karya- results). 


brahma and thence 
to Para-brahma.) 


Nirguna-upasana Saguna-upüsanü 
(leading to Brahman). (leading to Brahman). 

Thus, according to Bhaskara, knowledge of Brahman->Meditation 
on Brahman-salvation. Karma accompanies all these throughout 
and nowhere is there any giving up of karma.5 

Now, if we compare this view of Bhaskara with Nimbàrka's view 
of sádhanas, then we find that they differ in the following points:— 


(a) According to Nimbàrka also, karma has an important part 
to play in the attainment of salvation, but he does not 
give it so great an importance as Bhaskara does. 
According to Nimbarka, the function of karma is simply 
to purify the mind and thereby help the rise of knowledge, 
but hereit ends. Karmathusis not à permanent accom- 
panimen of jfiàna, according to Nimbàrka, nor a direct 
means to salvation, but only anindirect means. But this 
Bhàskara definitely denies. According to him, karma 
is not the cause of the rise of knowledge, but its essential 


1 These are considered throughout the 3rd pada of the 3rd chap. 

2 Bh. B. 3.3.58, (printed as 3.3.59 in conformity with Samkara's num- 
bering), p. 198. 

3 Op. cit., 4.3.14, p. 240. 4 Op. cit., 4.3.15, p. 241. 

5 Op. cit., 3.4.25, (printed as 3.4.26 in conformity with Samkara's num- 
bering), pp. 208-209. 


200 DOCTRINES OF NIMBARKA AND HIS FOLLOWERS 


and permanent accompaniment and as such, a direct 
means to salvation. 

(b) Nimbürka also recommends the meditation on the true self 
of the individual soul as identical with Brahman, but 
he does not speak of the nirguna-upàsanà of Brahman, 
but of the saguna-upàsanà only. According to him, the 
conjoint worship of Rádhà-Krsna is the: best form of 
worship, but not a mention of this is found in Bhaskara. 

(c) Nimbàrka emphasises, all along, the grace of the Lord as the 
first essential pre-requisite of salvation, but in Bháskara, 
there is not à single mention of grace. 

(d) According to Nimbarka, prapatti and gurüpasatti, i.e. 
self-surrender to the Lord and to the preceptor, are 
independent means to salvation, but Bhaskara makes no 
mention of them at all. 

(e) In Bhàskara there is no place for a sweet and personal 
relationship of love and living companionship between 
the Lord and his devotee as in Nimbarka.! 


(8) Conclusion. 


We conclude therefore, that Nimbarka and Bhaskara differ in 
many essential points with regard to their theories of Brahman, the 
sentient, the non-sentient, salvation and the means thereto. Hence 
we are justified in taking Nimbarka and Bhaskara to be two different 
persons, representing two different schools of thought, viz. Svabhavika- 
bhedabheda-vada and Aupadhika-bhedabheda-vada respectively. 

Bhaskara, in fact, while so severely criticising Samkara, could not 
be altogether free from Samkara’s influence. That is why he insists 
so much on the pure, non-different and attributeless form of Brahman 
and upon the fact that difference is due to upadhis, so also the soul's 
state of being an agent, and so on. He, in fact, tries to work out 
a sort of reconciliation between the Kevalàdvaita-vàda and the 
Dvaitádvaita-vàde» standing, as it were, midway between Samkara 
and Nimbarka. 

From the point of view of religion, too, Nimbàrka and Bhàskara 
are poles asunder. While Nimbarka’s system is intensely religious, 
devotional and emotional, there is properly speaking no place of a 


1 Máüdhurya-pradháná bhakti. 
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personal, emotional religion in the system of Bhaskara, though he 
speaks of meditation. 


III. N imbàrka and Srikantha. 


SvABHAVIKA-BHEDABHEDA-VADA AND Visista-SIVADVAITA-VADA. 
(1) Introduction. 


Srikantha Saivacarya belonged to the Saiva sect, headed by 
Svetacarya,! and flourished after Samkara.2 He wrote a com- 
mentary on the Brahma-sitras, establishing the supremacy of Siva 
and developing a theory of Visistadvaita, similar to that of Ramanuja. 


(2) Brahman. 


The Highest Reality or Brahman, according to Srikantha, is 
Siva, otherwise called Bhava, Sarva, Pasupati, Mahadeva, Sambhu, 
Rudra,’ Nilakantha,* Trilocana,5 Umapati,® etc. He is called “Bhava”’ 
because He exists everywhere at all times;7 “Sarva” because 
He is the destroyer of everything; 9 “Pasupati” because He is the 
ruler of the jivas (= pa$us);? 'Mahàdeva" because He enjoys 
supreme bliss; 19 ‘‘Rudra’’ because He removes the miseries of the 
world,!! and so on, and He is called “Siva”, because He is free from 
all taints, and is supremely auspicious. !2 


omma bd n m d 


1 SK.B., Mangala-patha, verse 4, p. 5, Part 1. 

2 Vide the sub-commentary called "Sivàrkamani-dipikà "—on SK.B., p. 9, 
Part 1. That Srikantha flourished after Samkara is evident from the fact that 
he, in his commentary, makes many references to the doctrine of Samkara. 
Vide e.g. 2.3.19, p. 142, Parts 7 and 8; 2.3.42, p. 158, Parts 7 and 8; 2.3.49, p. 161, 
Parts 7 and 8; etc. The editor, Hálàsyanütha Sastrin, however takes him to be 
prior to Samkara vide his Sütrürtha-candrikà-tikà" on SK.B. Manügala-pàtha, 
p. 99, Part 1. 

8 SK.B., 1.1.1, p. 71. Part 1. 

* Op. cit., 1.1.21, p. 267, Part 3; 1.4.29, p. 579, Part 0; 2.1.1., p. 1, Parts 
7 and 8; 3.3.39, p. 353, Parts 10 and 11, etc. 

5 Op. cit., 1.1.21, p. 255, Part 3; 3.2.31, p. 265, Part 9; 3.3.52, p. 371, 
parts 10 and 11, etc. 

9 Op. cit., 1.1.22, p. 260, Part 2; 1.1.25, intro., p. 272, Part 2, etc. 

7 Op. cit., 1.1.2, p. 125, Part 2. 8 Op. cit., p. 126, Part 2. 

9 Op. cit., p. 127, Part 2. 10 Op. cit., p. 128, Part 2. 

11 Op. cù., p. 127, Part 2. 12 Op. cit., 1.1.4, p. 189, Part 2. 
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Siva is the supreme cause from which everything arises.! He is 
both the material and the efficient causes of the Universe.? He is the 
material cause of the Universe through His maya or iccha-éakti,? 
when He is called Narayana or Visnu.4 Narayana thus is Siva in the 
state or form of the upádàna or the material cause,5 and is as such 
inferior to Siva, though non-different from Him.6 And inferior to 
Narayana is Hiranyagarbha, or the aggregate of souls or effects.’ 


Siva is essentially possessed of an infinite number of attributes 
and infinite inconceivable powers, i.e. is possessed of distinctions and 
never without them. On the one hand, He is an abode of all 
auspicious qualities and powers, and on the other, free from all defects 
and faults.10 He has two aspects,—stern and soft. On the one 
hand, He is a mighty ruler, striking terror in the heart of all, but 
on the other, He is an abode of infinite bliss,12 and the cause of the 


1 8K.B., 1.1.12, pp. 203, 206, Part 3; 1.1.16, p. 230, Part 3; 1.1.17, 
pp. 236-7, Part 3, etc. etc. 

2 Op. cit., 1.1.2, p. 129, part 1; 1.1.5, p. 195, Part 1; 1.1.20, p. 246, Part 3; 
1.2.9, pp. 340-41, Part 4; 1.4.23-28, pp. 558-572, Part 6. 

Srikantha criticises thé view of those Saiva sects which take the Lord to 
be the efficient cause merely and not its material cause, vide SK.B. 2.2.35-38, 
pp. 106-113, Parts 7 and 8. 

3 SK.B., 1.2.9, pp. 341, 345, Part 4; 1.4.27, p. 570, Part 6. 

* Op. cit., 1.2.2, p. 318, Part 4; 1.3.12, p. 430, Part 5; 3.2.30, pp. 269-70, 
Part 9; 4.3.11, p. 476, Parts 10 and 11. 

5 Op. cit. 1.2.3, ip. 318, Part 4; 1.3.4, p. 430, Part 5; 3.2.35, p. 269, Part 9; 
4.3.11, p. 476; Parts 10 and 11. 

è Op. cit., 1.3.12, p. 430, Part 5. “Yato Visnu-Sivayor upádàána-nimittayor 
avasthé-bhedam antarena svarüpa-bhedo nasti’’. 

7 Op. cit., 4.3.14, p. 478, Parts 10 and 11. 

8 Op. cit., 1.1.1, pp. 71, 89, Part 1; 1.1.2, p. 121, Part 2; 1.1.24, p. 272, 
Part 3; 1.2.1, p. 302, Part 4; 1.2.9, p. 338, Part 4; 1.2.19, p. 371, Part 4; 1.3.22, 
p. 445, Part 5; 2.1.1, p. 1, Parts 7 and 8; 2.1.25, p. 37, Parts 7 and 8; 2.1.28, 
p. 39, Parts 7 and 8; 2.1.30, p. 40, Parts 7 and 8; 3.2.11, p. 245, Part 9; 3.2.13, 
p. 248, Part 9; 3.2.17, p. 248, Part 9; 3.2.29, p. 363, Part 9; 3.3.17, p. 310, 
Part 9; 4.4.22, p. 506, Parts 10 and 11. 

9 Op. cit., 1.1.2, p. 124, Part 2. 

19 Op. cit., 1.1.1, p. 89, Part 1; 1.1.2, pp. 121, 128, Part 2; 1.1.24, p. 272, 
Part 3; 1.2.9, p. 338, Part 4; 3.2.11, p. 245, Part 9; 3.2:17, p. 248, Part 9; 
3.3.17, p. 310, Part 9; 4.4.22, p. 506, Parts 10 and 11. 

11 Op. cit., 1.3.40, p. 496, Part 5. 

19 Op. cit., 1.1.13-16, pp. 206—230, Part 3. 
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bliss of individual souls,! supremely merciful and gracious towards 
His devotees ? and the giver of salvation 3 and other fruits.¢ 

The sentient and the non-sentient are the powers of the Lord.5 
The cit-Sakti consists in three factors, viz. knowledge, volition and 
action,® while the acit Sakti consists in the five great elements, viz. 
earth, water, fire, air and ether.? Brahma, Janàrdana, Rudra, 
Iévara, and Sadáéiva are the presiding deities of these five elements 
respectively.8 

The sentient and the non-sentient, consisting of these eight forms, 
constitute the body of the Lord.® Or, they are the attributes of the 
Lord,!? qualifying Him, as the body qualifies the soul, or as blueness 
qualifies lotus.11_ The Lord is thus qualified by the universe !? and 
has the universe for His form or body.18 

The Lord, qualified by the universe, has two forms,—viz. causal 
state and effected state. During His causal state, the attributes 


uA SERRE x HY 5 SEHE CATONE LAER SRO mH AA gà C4 1 PRA (SONNETS EERE Gn D v OECD Gm cm Gun Uri ARRAN e edu SPIRENT INN NEU RES UERNEUEUUE TUUS TS ACP TAPCO v & e 


1 SK.B., 1.1.15, pp. 217-18, Part 3. 

2 Op. cit., 1.1.1, pp. 71, 91-92, Part 1; 1.2.1, p. 302, Part 4; 1.2.9, p. 337, 
Part 4; 1.3.24, p. 452, Part 5; 2.1.1, p. 1, Parts 7 and 8; 2.1.35, pp. 49, 50, 
Parts 7 and 8; 4.3.1, p. 408, Parts 10 and 11; 4.1.1, p. 482, Parts 10 and 11; 4.4.22, 
p. 506, Parts 10 and 11. 

3 Op. cit., 1.1.1, pp. 71, 91-92, Part 1; 1.1.17, p. 235, Part 3; 1.1.20, p. 246, 
Part 3; 2.1.35, pp. 49-50, Parts 7 and 8; 3.3.39, p. 355, Parts 10 and 11. 

` 4 Op. cit., 3.2.40, p. 276, Part 9. 

6 Op. cit., 1.2.9, p. 340, Part 4; 1.4.27, p. 566, Part 6; 2.1.18, p. 29, Parts 
7 and 8. 

6 Op. cit., 1.2.9, p. 345, Part 4. See also sub-commentary on the same 
pege. 

7 Op. cit., 2.3.14, p. 133, Parts 7 and 8. 

8 Op. cit., 1.1.10, p. 228, Part 3. See also sub-commentary on the same 
page. 2.3.14, p. 133, Parts 7 and 8. 

9 Op. cit., 1.2.1, pp. 303, 307, Part 4; 1.2.12, p. 352, Pert 4; 1.3.8, p. 417, 
Part 5; 1.4.22, p. 551, Part 6; 1.4.27, p. 567, Part 6; 2.1.9, p. 14, Parts 7 and 8, 
2.3.14, p. 133, Parts 7 and 8; 2.1.22, p. 31, Parts 7 and 8; 3.2.28, p. 259, Part 9. 

10 Op. cit., 2.1.22, p. 31, Parts 7 and 8; 2.3.52, p. 162, Parts 7 and 8; 3.2.27, 
p. 259, Part 9. 

11 Op. cit., 2.1.22, p. 31, Parts 7 and 8. 

12 Op. cit., 1.1.1, pp. 71, 89, Part 1; 1.1.20, p. 246, Part 3; 1.2.1, p. 303, 
Part 4; 1.4.27, p. 571, Part 6; 2.1.14, p. 19, Parts 7 and 8; 3.2.29, p. 259, Part 9. 
The Lord is prapajica-visista. 

18 Op. cit., 1.2.9, p. 345, Part 4; 3.2.29, p. 263, Part 9. The Lord is pra- 
patica-riipa. 

14 Op. cit., 1.1.2, p. 135, Part 1; 1.4.27, pp. 567, 571, Part 6; 2.1.9, p. 14, 
Parts 7 and 8; 2.1.27, p. 39, Parts 7 and 8. 
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and powers of the Lord, viz. the sentient and the non-sentient, exist 
in Him in a subtle form, while during His effected state, they are 
manifested in various names and forms. The Lord is thus, both the 
cause and the effect. The universe is nothing but the Lord Himself.! 

The Lord is not pure knowledge, but a knower.? He is an 
enjoyer as well, though not of the fruits of karma like the soul, but of 
His own infinite bliss,’ and finally He is an agent. His five actions 
are:—creation, maintenance and dissolution of the universe, favour, 
i.e. emancipating the soul, and concealment or concealing the essential 
nature of the soul i.e. causing its bondage. 

Finally, the Lord is possessed of a celestial, non-material body, 
which does not entitle Him to any karma.5 

If we compare this view of Srikantha with that of Nimbarka, we 
find that there is not much difference between the two doctrines, so 
far as the philosophical part goes, except that while Nimbarka identifies 
Brahman with Krsna, Srikantha identifies Him with Siva, and in his 
system Uma takes the place of Nimbarka’s Radha. As a Saiva 
teacher, Srikaptha makes Visnu subordinate to Siva, which, of course, 
Nimbàrka as a Vaisnava teacher will not tolerate. 

But as we have seen, Nimbárka too holds, like Srikantha, that 
Brahman is the sole supreme cause of the universe, both its material 
and efficient cause, that He is essentially possessed of attributes and 
powers, that He is an abode of supreme might and majesty on the one 
hand and infinite beauty, bliss and tenderness on the other, that the 
cit and the acit are éaktis of the Lord, that the Lord is a knower as 
omniscient, an enjoyer as enjoying celestial pleasures and a doer, as 
the creator, controller and giver of fruits, and possesses a celestial body. 

The most important point of difference worth noticing is that 
Nimbarka does not admit that the sentient and the non-sentient are 
the visesanas, attributes, of the Lord. This view has been severely 
criticised by the followers of Nimbarka.6 They point out that they 


1 SK.B. See below under “ Relation between Brahman, cit and acit". 

2 Op. cit., 2.3.29, p. 147, Parts 7 and 8; 3.2.16, pp. 247-8, Part 9. 

3 Op. cit., 1.1.2, pp. 122, 124, Part 2; 1.2.11, p. 350, Part 4; 4.4.21, p. 500, 
Parts 10 and 11. 

* Op. cit., 1.1.2, pp. 109-115, Part 2. The krtya-paficaka or the five 
actions are (1) Janma, (2) Sthiti, (3) Pralaya, (4) Anugraha, (5) Tirobhava. 

5 Op. cit., 1.1.21, pp. 261-262, Part 3; 1.2.8, p. 328, Part 4. 

9 S.J., pp. 43-44; S.S., p. 45. See above. Cf. also Anantarama’s ‘“ Vedàn- 
tatattva-bodha”, pp. 27-32. 
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are powers and parts of the Lord, and do constitute His body, but are 
not His attributes by any means. 

Another point of difference is that Srikantha rejects the vyühas ! 
accepted by Nimbàrka and does not speak of avataras or incarnations. 


(3) The cit. 


Srikantha’s doctrine of the individual soul too is similar to that of 
Nimbarka. Like Nimbarka, he holds that the soul is an eternal and 
real substance,? a knower,? an enjoyer,$ and an active agent,5 
and atomic in size,® and that its state of being a knower, an enjoyer, 
an agent and atomic are natural, pertaining to its very nature and are, 
as such, ever-lasting, in bondage as in release. 

He is also in perfect agreement with Nimbarka with regard to the 
different states of the soul, viz. dream, deep sleep and the rest,—viz. 
that the dream-objects are created by the Lord,’ that the Lord is the 
place of deep sleep and not the vein or the pericardium,® that the 
state of swoon is a distinct and peculiar state,® and so on, and also 
with regard to the various destinies and paths of the soul, viz. the 
path of Gods etc., and the way of the soul's going through them.10 

There are, however, two points of difference :— 


(a) First, as we have already seen, according to Srikantha the 
soul is an attribute of the Lord, which Nimbarka does 
not hold. 

(b) Secondly, according to Nimbarka the very nature of the 
soul is to be controlled, while the very nature of the 
Lord is to control, and hence the soul is ever under the 
contról of the Lord, in release too as in bondage. But 
according to Srikantha, although the soul is under the 
control of the Lord during the state of mundane 


1 §K.B., 2.2.39-42, pp. 116-119, Parts 7 and 8. 

2 Op. cit., 2.3.18, p. 140, Parts 7 and 8. 

3 Op. cit., 2.3.19, p. 142, Parts 7 and 8; 2.3.27—29, pp. 146-7, Parts 7 and 8. 

4 Op. cit., 1.3.6, pp. 407-8, Part 4; 9.2.13, p. 246, Part 9; 4.4.19, pp. 497-98, 
parts 10 and 11. 

5 Op. qit., 2.3.33-39, pp. 152-154, Parts 7 and 8. 

$ Op. cü. 

7 Op. cit., 3.2.1-6, pp. 224-233, Part 9. 

8 Op. cit., 3.2.7-8, pp. 235-239, Part 9. 

9 Op. cit., 3.2.10, p. 242, Part 9. 

10 Op. cit., 4.3.1-25, pp. 468-479, Parts 10 and 11. 
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existence,! yet when it becomes free and attains simi- 
larity with the Lord, it is no more under His control in the 
sense that it is no longer subject to scriptural injunctions 
and prohibitions which embody the very commands of 
the Lord Himself,? but becomes independent.? 


(4) The acit. 


Here too, Srikantha agrees with Nimbarka in holding that the 
world is real and eternal, and a power of the Lord.5 Srikantha, 
like Nimb&arka, admits real transformation. According to him, the 
entire universe, consisting of the sentient and the non-sentient, is an 
effect or real transformation of the Lord, just as the curd is of 
the milk.9 The process of creation is as follows: During universal 
dissolution, there is nothing—no sun or moon, no day or night, no 
names or forms, no sentient or non-sentient objects, but everything 
is enveloped in deep darkness, and the Lord, with His sentient and 
non-sentient powers drawn forth, i.e. non-manifest, abides as a cause, 
absolute, one and without a second, self-luminous, a solitary perceiver. 
Then there arises in Him the supreme power of knowledge, removing 
the darkness around, and the Lord wishes to be ‘many’. Thereupon 
He develops His own subtle powers of the sentient and the non- 
sentient, so long blended with Him, and the universe of names and 
forms arises. The Lord is thus both the cause and the effect. But 
although the Lord is transformed into the universe, yet He Himself 
remains untransformed and full, just as the genus, though present in 
each species, is yet itself non-divided.8 


1 SK.B., 2.3.40, p. 156, Parts 7 and 8; 2.4.14, p. 178, Parts 7 and 8. 

3 Op. cit., 4.4.9, p. 487, Parts 10 and 11. 

3 Op. cit. 

4 Op. cit., 1.4.9-10, pp. 622-24, Part 6. Srikantha points out like Nimbarka, 
that no contradiction is involved in holding the world to be both unborn and an 
effect of the Lord. It is unborn in the sense it ever abides as a subtle power of 
the Lord, and it is &n eéfect in the sense that during creation, it is developed in 
gross forms possessing various names and forms. Vide SK.B., 1.4.10, pp. 524, 
Part 6. 

5 Op. cit., 1.2.9, p. 340, Part 4; 1.4.27, p. 566, Part 6; 2.1.18, p. 29, Parts 
7 and 8. 

8 Op. cit., 1.4.27, p. 565, Part 6. 

7 Op. cit., 1.2.9, pp. 340-41, Part 4; 1.4.27, pp. 566-67, Part 6; 2.1.10, 
p. 29, Parts 7 and 8. 

8 Op. cit., 2.1.27, p. 39, Perts 7 end 8. 
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Srikantha also agrees with Nimbarka with regard to the successive 
stages of creation, viz. the ether, the air, etc.! 
But he differs from Nimbarka in two points, viz.:— 
(a) First, he takes the world, as we have seen, to be an attribute 
of the Lord, which Nimbarka does not. 
(b) Secondly, he does not speak of the apràkrta and kala as 
species of the non-sentient, as Nimbarka does. 


(5) Relation between Brahman, the cit and the acit. 


Thus, according to Srikantha, there are three real and eternal 
entities—viz. Siva, the sentient and the non-sentient, just as according 
to Nimbarka, there are three real and eternal entities, viz. Krsna, the 
sentient and the non-sentient. Now, what, according to Srikantha, 
is the exact relation between these three ? 

Srikantha points out, exactly like Nimbarka, that on the one 
hand there is an essential difference between Brahman, and the 
sentient-nonsentient. The Lord is by nature an abode of all aus- 
piciousness, purity and perfection, and absolutely free from all faults 
and defects, but the souls and the universe are not so. "The universe 
is non-intelligent and impure. The soul is intelligent, no doubt, 
yet it is never omniscient like the Lord, but possessed of but little 
and limited knowledge,? and is impure eternally subject to stains and 
defects.9 Further, the Lord is the director, the souls and the world 
the directed.* The Lord is the Lord of the entire universe, but the 
soulisnot.6 The Lord is the object to be worshipped,® the end to be 
attained, and independent,8 while the soul is the worshipper, the 
attainer and dependent. Thus the Lord is by nature different from the 
sentient and the non-sentient.? 

But the sentient and the non-sentient, though different from the 
Lord, are not yet absolutely different from Him, but are at the same 
time non-different from Him, for the Lord is the cause, and the cit and 


SK.B., 2.3.1-14, pp. 122-133, Parts 7 and 8. 

Op. cit., 1.2.11, p. 35, Part 4; 1.3.43, p. 505, Part 6; 2.1.23, p. 32, Parts 7 
and | 

Op. cit., 1.2.11, p. 351, Part 4. 

Op. cit., 1.2.12, p. 352, Part 4. 5 Op. cit., 1.3.44, p. 606, Pert 6. 

Op. cit., 1.2.2, pp. 316-317, Part 4. 

Op. cit., 1.8.21-22, pp. 444-445, Part 5. 

Op. cit., 2.1.14, p. 21, Parts 7 and 8. 

Op. cit., 2.3.45, pp. 159-60, Parts 7 and 8. 


208 DOCTRINES OF NIMBARKA AND HIS FOLLOWERS 


the acit His effects; ! the Lord is one who pervades, the sentient and 
the non-sentient, the pervaded,? and the cause and the effect, what 
pervades and the pervaded are non-different.3 Here also Srikantha 
perfectly agrees with Nimbarka. 

But, next the vital question arises: Are we then to believe 
that there is both difference and non-difference between Brahman 
and the universe? This suggestion Srikantha repudiates at once. He 
points out that we must guard against three views, viz. :— 


cti (a) Atyantabheda-vada or the view that there is an absolute 
difference between Brahman and the universe, as between 
a pot and a piece of cloth, because that will be in conflict 
with scriptural texts designating difference between 
the two. 

(b) Atyantábheda-vàda or the view that there is an absolute 
non-difference between them, as between the nacre and 
the illusory silver, because that too will go against the 
scriptural texts which designate a difference between 
them. 

(c) Bhedabheda-vada or the view that there is both difference 
and noti-difference between them, because that will go 
against facts of direct experience, as difference and non- 
difference, being mutually contradictory, are never 
found to co-exist. 


The correct view, Srikantha continues, is that the relation between 
Brahman and the universe is exactly analogous to that between the 
soul and the body, and between the substance and its attribute, and 
between the cause and its effect. The soul (Sariri) and the body 
(Sarira) are non-different in the sense that the soul cannot exist without 
the body and vice-versa; the substance (guni or vi$esya) and its 
attribute (guna or vi$esana) are non-different in the sense that the 
substance cannot exist with the attribute and vice versa; the cause 
(kàrana) and its effect (karya) are non-different in the sense that the 
cause cannot exist without the effect, because the cause always pos- 
sesses the power of producing the effect, i.e. the effect, even when not 
actually existent in that particular form, is ever existent in the cause 


1 SK.B., 2.3.42, p. 158, Parts 7 and 8; 2.9.45, p. 159, Parts 7 and 8; 
2.3.52, p. 162, Parts 7 and 8; 3.2.28, p. 259, Part 9. 

3 Op. cil., 2.3.42, p. 159, Parts 7 and 8. 

3 Op. cit., 2.1.15-21, pp. 21-30, Parts 7 and 8; 2.3.42, p. 159, Parts 7 and 8.. 
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in the form of its power,—and vice versa. Brahman and the universe 
are non-different in exactly the same sense, because Brahman cannot 
exist without the universe, which ever exists in Him as His power,— 
just as fire cannot exist without heat or a blue lotus without blueness, 
and the universe cannot exist without Brahman, just as an earthen 
pot cannot exist without clay. Thus, non-difference here means 
essential and mutual interdependence, i.e. the relation between two 
things none of which can exist without the other,! and not actual 
identity. And difference means difference of nature. Just as the 
soul, though non-different from the body, in the above sense, is yet 
different from it in nature and superior to it; just as the substance, 
though non-different from the attribute, in the above sense, is yet 
different from it in nature and superior to it; and just as the cause, 
though non-different from the effect in the above sense, is yet different 
from—so exactly Brahman, though non-different from the universe in 
the above sense, is yet different from it in nature and superior to it.2 

It is this peculiar relation between Brahman and the universe 
which makes it possible for them to form one whole in spite of their 
difference. The soul and the body, though different, form one integral 
whole, because none can exist without the other. Similarly, Brahman 
and the universe, though different, form one concrete whole, because 
none can exist without the other. 

Hence, Srikantha calls his doctrine ** Visista-ivadvaita-vada’’,® or 
the doctrine that Siva, the Unity, is qualified by the sentient-non- 
sentient, the plurality, just as the soul is qualified by the body. 

It will be interesting to note wherein exactly Srikantha's doctrine 
of Viéistádvaita differs from Nimbarka’s doctrine of Svabhavika- 
bhedábheda. According to Nimbarka also, when we say that the 
universe is non-different from Brahman, we do not mean thereby that 
it is actually identical with Him, but simply that it is absolutely depen- 
dent on Brahman and cannot exist without Him.  Non-difference 
thus means essential dependence according to Nimbarka as well; and 
difference also means difference of nature according to him. Hence 
Nimbaàrka's doctrine is not open to the objection raised by Srikantha 


1 *Prapafica-Brehmanor ananyatvam nàma....vinA-bháva-rahitatvam " 
SK.B., 2.1.22, p. 31, Parts 7 and 8. 

2 Op. cit., 2.1.22, p. 31, Parts 7 and 8. 

3 Op. cit., 2.1.14, p. 19, Parts 7 and 8. Vide also 2.1.14, p. 20, Parts 7 and 8; 
2.1.22, p. 31, Parts 7 and 8. 
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against Bhed&ébheda-vada, viz. that non-difference and difference being 
mutually exclusive, cannot co-exist. 

Thus, according to both Nimbar 

and difference are both true, and — 

Non-difference — essential dependence, 
Difference — difference of nature. 


But with Nimbarka, non-difference and difference are precisely 

on the same level, they co-exist and have the same importance. But 
acoording to Srikantha, non-difference and difference are both real 
and co-existent, no doubt, but non-difference is the principal, which is 
qualified by difference and in this sense difference is subordinate to non- 
difference, just as the body is subordinate to the soul which it qualifies. 
Thus, with Srikantha (as with Rāmānuja), the stress is more on the 
principle of identity than on that of difference. 


ka and Srikantha, non-difference 


(6) Mokga. 


Salvation, according to Srikantha, consists in the severance of the 
bondage of the mundane existence,! and the consequent attaining of 
the state of Siva.2 It means becoming similar to Siva in nature and 
qualities, i.e. becoming omniscient and independent like Him, possessed 
of all His infinite auspicious qualities and freed from all stains and 


defects.8 

Thus, the released soul becomes only similar to the Lord, and never 
identical with Him.* Salvation means the full development of the 
self of the soul and not its absolute absorption in the Lord.5 The 
freed soul is distinct from the Lord in this that it is atomic, while the 
Lord is all-pervasive,® and that it lacks the power of creating, main- 


1 SK.B., 1.1.1, pp. 91-92, 98, Part 1; 3.4.48, p. 414, Parts 10 and 11; 4.1.2, 
p. 428, Parts 10 and 11. That is, salvation means pü$a-viccheda and pa$utva- 
nivrtti. 

2 Op. cit., 4.1.3, p. 428, Parts 10 and 11; 4.4.9, p. 487, Parts 10 and 11. 

3 Op. cit., 4.4.9, p: 487, Parts 10 and 11. 

* Op. oit., 1.3.8, p. 417, Part 5; 3.2.24, p. 257, Part 9; 3.3.40, p. 356, Parts 
10 and 11; 4.4.1, pp. 481-2, Parts 10 and 11; 4.4.4, pp. 483-4, Parts 10 and 11; 
4.4.9, p. 487, Parts 10 and 11. 

5 "Paripürpam &ahambhüvam prakatam anubhavati." This ahamküra 
or egoity of the freed soul, Srikantha points out, is not like the saimsarika or 
prákrta ahamkara, since it is not narrow (paricchinna), but universal (prapaficà- 
vagühin). "Vide 4.4.19, p. 498, Parts 10 and 11. 

9 See above. 
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taining and destroying the universe—which power belongs exclusively 
to the Lord alone.! 

The freed soul shares all the divine pleasures with the Lord.? 
It possesses pure, independent and non-material sense-organs and 
mind, by means of which it enjoys pleasures.9 It is united with the 
Lord in blissful experience (samarasya) * and perceives always the 
ever-blissful form of the Lord. 

Salvation, thus, is a positive state of supreme and unsurpassed 
bliss, and knowledge,’ and not a state of mere unconsciousness, and 
it can be attained only after the destruction of the earthly body 
(videhan-mukti).8 

Thus, we find that Srikantha's conception of salvation too tallies 
with that of Nimbarka, with the difference (which runs throughout 
between the two)— 

(a) that while according to Nimbarka, salvation means attaining 
Krgnatva or the nature of Krsna, according to Srikantha 
it means attaining Sivatva or the nature of Siva; although, 
as we have seen, the natures of Krsna and Siva, as held 
by the two, are the same. 

(b) There is another difference, viz. while according to Nimbàrka, 
the freed soul is under the absolute control of the Lord, 
equally with the soul in bondage, according to Srikantha 
it is not so, as already noted above.? 

(c) A third point of difference is that Srikantha, like Bháskara, 
admits of two kinds of salvation, viz. immediate or 
sadyas, and gradual or krama. He points out that 
those who meditate on the Lord in His own nature go 
directly to the Lord and become free at once, but those 
who meditate on the Lord as sentient souls and as 
non-sentient objects, or on N&ráyana,—who is but the 


1 SK.B., 4.4.17-18, pp. 495-97, Parts 10 and 11. 

2 Op. cit., 4.4.21, pp. 499-500, Parts 10 and 11. 

3 Op. cit., 1.3.1, p. 417, Part 5; 4.4.14, p. 49, Parts 10, 11. 

4 Op. cit., 4.4.19, p. 498, Parts 10 and 11. 

5 Op. cit., 1.3.1, p. 417, Part 5; 4.4.14, p. 491, Parts 10 and 11. 

© Op. cit., 2.1.35, p. 49, Parta 7 and 8; 4.4.9, p. 488, Parts 10 and 11; 4.4.14. 
p. 492, Parts 10 and 11. 

7 Op. cit., 1.1.1, p. 92, Part 1. 

8 Op. cit., 4.2.8, p. 456, Parts 10 and 11; 4.2.18, p. 465, Parts 10 and 11. 

® See above. 
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È 


Lord in the form of the material cause of the Universe,! 
—first go to Nārāyaņa, and thence to Siva afterwards.? 
But Nimbürka, as we have seen, admits of one kind of 
salvation only, viz. immediate. 


In other points, however, they are in perfect agreement. 


(7) The sádhanas. 


According to Srikantha, the study of Brahman must essentially 
be preceded by the study of religious duties, for Dharma is the sadhya, 
Brahman the sàádhaka.3 Dharma, i.e. the proper and disinterested 
performance of the daily and occasional duties, such as the performance 
of sacrifices, etc., and the practice of charity, penance, self-control and 
so on, purify the mind and thus help the rise of knowledge in it.* 
Thus, karma is à necessary element of knowledge.5 

But the function of karma extends no further. Karma fulfils 
its task by helping the rise of knowledge, but does not itself lead to 
salvation. It is, therefore, only an indirect means to salvation, 
salvation being directly brought forth by knowledge alone.® 

Now this knowledge is nothing but meditation. ^ Knowledge 
leads to meditation and meditation to salvation. One desirous of 
salvation should first know the Lord from Scripture, and then meditate 
on Him. 

There are various kinds of meditation leading to different results. 
There is, first, meditation of the Lord in His own nature (svarüpena), 
which leads to Him directly and immediately. The Lord is to be 
meditated on in His own supreme nature as identical with te self 


nR——————Q PH EÓÓ€€€——————— abun 


1 See above. 

2 SK.B, 1.1.32, p. 292, Part 3; 4.3.15, p. 479, Parts 10 and 11. See below. 

3 Op. cit., 1.1.1. 

4 SK. 1.1.1, pp. 37, 39, 42, 43, 68, 84, Part 1; 3.4.26-27, pp. 397-99, Parts 

-10 and 11; 4.1.16, p. 447, Parts 10 and 11; 4.1.17, p. 447, Parts 10 and 11. 

5 Le. Karma is Vidyétga and vidyé-sahakérin. Op. cit., 3.4.1, p. 384, 
Parts 10 and 11; 3.4.9, p. 387, Parts 10 and 11; 3.4.26, pp. 397-98, Parts 10 and 
ll.e 

6 Op. cit., 8.4.26, p. 395, Parts 10 and 11. "Sàkgüt jüüánaphalam eva 
moksah.”’ i 

7 SK.B., 1.1.4, p. 187, Part 2. “Ata upüssnürüpa-jfiána-mokgeaphalam 
vidhtyate. ” 

8 Op. city 1.1.4, p. 189, Part 2; 3.4.51, p. 419, Parts 10 and 11; 4.1.1, 
pp. 422-25, Parts 10 and 11. 
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of the meditating devotee, which helps the removal of the paéutva 
of the soul and the consequent attainment of Sivatva.! There are also 
various par&-vidyás or meditations on the Supreme Being, depicted 
in the upanisads, which also lead to the Lord directly.? 

There is, further, meditation on the Lord as Narayana or the 
material cause, which le&ds to the attainment of Narayana first, then 
to that of the Lord. Then there is meditation on the Lord as 
sentient souls (bhoktr.rüpena) and as non-sentient objects (bhogya- 
rüpena), which also does not lead to the Lord directly but by and by.* 
Finally, there are certain symbolic meditations which do not lead to 
the Lord at all.5 

The following is a chart of the various kinds of Upásanás :—® 


bun 
| 


| 
(1) Meditation 


(2) E tien 


(3) Meditation (4) aiu (5) ARAS 


onthe Lordas on the Lord ontheLordas on the Lord on symbols. 
He is in Him- under various Narayana. as souls and  (Pratike- 

self. (Svaru- aspects. (Upadana- matter. upasané.) 
pa-upásaná or (Par&-vidyás upasana.) (Bhoktr-bho- 

Karana- of the upani- gy8-upàsanà 

upásaná.) sads.) Or Kárya- 


(Leads to the 
Lord.) 


(Leads to the 
Lord.) 


upásanà.) 


(Leads to Nárà- (Leads to the (Does not lead 


yana and thence 


to the Lord.) 


Lord by 
and by.) 


to the Lord.) 


Srikantha points out that the grace of the Lord is an essential 
The Lord is the giver of salvation, and 


pre-requisite of salvation. 


unless He is pleased to favour us, we can never attain salvation.’ 
Thus, according to Srikantha: Karma-jfána—upásanà- 
Bhagavat-prasada—>mukti. 
It will be clear from the above that here too Srikantha is in 


perfect agreement with Nimbàrka. 


1 SK.B., 4.1.3, pp. 427-8, Parts 10 and 11. 


2 Op. cit., 3.3.57, p. 380, Parts 10 and 11. 
3 Op. cit., 4.3.15, p. 479, Parts 10 and 11. 
* Op. cit., 1.1.32, p. 292, Part 3. 

5 Op. cit., 3.3.58, p. 38, Parts 10 and 11. 
9 See above. 
7 SK.B., 1.1.1, pp. 71, 92, Part 1; 1.1.17, p. 235, Part 3; 4.2.16, p. 464. 


Parts 10 and 11; 4.4.1, p. 482, Parts 10 and 11. 


Nimbàrka also holds like Sri- 
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kantha (and against Bhaskara) that karma, through generating mental 
purity, helps the rise of knowledge, and is as such only an indirect 
means to salvation; that knowledge and meditation are both direct 
means to salvation; and that the grace of the Lord plays an important 
part in the attainment of salvation. He, however, does not speak 
of the meditation on Narayana as the material cause, although he 
recommends the Ahamgraha-upàsanà or the meditation on the Self 
of the devotee as identical with that of the Lord.! And Srikantha 
does not speak of prapatti and guripasatti, or self-surrender to the 
Lord and preceptor respectively, as independent means to salvation, 
as Nimbarka does. Further, Srikantha does not emphasise a sweet 
and intimate relation of love, as Nimbarka does, between the Lord 
and His devotee, but rather a more distant relationship of awe and 
reverence, like Rámànuja.2 


(8) Conclusion. 


Thus, we find that from the point of view of philosophy, the 
main difference between the Svabhavika-bhedabheda-vada of 
Nimbarka and the Viéista-Siv&dvaita-vàüda of Srikantha lies in their 
conceptions of the relation between the one and the many, non- 
difference and difference. On other points, however, they agree on 
the whole. 

From the point of view of religion, of course, there are sectarian 
differences between them, as natural. Srikantha, as a Saiva teacher 
rejects the vyühas, takes the Dahara-vidyà as the best of all the 
. meditations 3 and so on, which Nimbarka, as a Vaisnava teacher, does 
not. Further, there is a distinct difference of spirit too as noted 
above. 


From the point of view of ethics, Nimbarka is more liberal, and 
makes provisions even for those who are unable to reach salvation by 
their unaided effort$— which Srikantha does not. 


1 See above. 

3 Ai$varya-pradhán& bhakti and not mádhurya-pradhün& bhakti. 

3 SK.B., 3.3.38, p. 351, Parts 10 and 11. Vide also the sub-commentary 
Sivarka-mani-dipika, p. 2, Part 1, “Daharavidya-nisthah ayam &c&árya' ete. 

* Cf. Rámáünuja above. 


PROPOSITIONS OF BALADEVA 215 


IV. Nimbárka and Baladeva 


SvABHAVIKA-BHEDABHEDA-VADA AND ACINTYA-BHEDABHEDA-VADA. 
(1) Introduction. 


Baladeva Vidyàbhüsana was a follower of the school of Caitanya, 
and a disciple of Viévanatha Cakravartin.] He wrote a commentary 
on the Brahma-sitras, viz. “Govinda bhasya’’, so called because it 
was composed, so the tradition goes, under the command of Lord 
Govinda or Krsna.? 

Baladeva composed another treatise, called ‘“‘Prameyaratnavali”’, 
which summarises the teachings of the school of Caitanya and is 
based on the doctrine of Madhva. It lays down nine prameyas or . 
propositions, established by proper proofs, viz.:— 

(a) The Lord is the Highest Reality. 

(b) The Lord is known from Scripture alone. 

(c) The Universe is real. 

(d) The difference between the Lord and the individual souls is 
real. 

(e) The individual souls are real and are servants of the Lord. 

(f) The individual souls are different from one another, and 
there are various grades of souls. 

(g) Release consists in the attainment of the Lord. 

(h) Worship of the Lord is the sole cause of release. 

(i) There are three sources of knowledge, viz.: perception, 
inference and Scripture, the last being the most reliable 
and authoritative.? 


1 Preface to SD.R., p. 1; preface to P.R., p. 9. 

2 “Bhasyam etad viracitam Baladevena dhimatà, Sri-Govinda-nidegena 
Govindaékhyam agàt tatah.” 

Gloss on G.B., p. 1, chap. 1. 

Preface to G.B., p. 2; preface to P.R., pp. 16-17. 

The tradition is that when Baladeva was living in Vrndávana, once he 
entered into a great philosophical controversy with a very learned scholar of 
the Advaita school. The latter, being unable to meet Baladeva’s arguments, 
asked him on what particular commentary his arguments were based. Baladeva 
replied that they were based on the commentary of the sect of Caitanya. Then 
the Advaita scholar wanted to see it. Thereupon, Baladeva in compliance with 
the command of Lord Krsna composed the commentary in a month. 

3 P.R., introduc. verse 5, p. 11; and end verses 1 and 2, pp. 135-136, where 
Baladeva cites Madhva as authority. He makes obeisance to Ánandatirtha 
(i.e. Madhva) in P.R., verse 3, introduc., p. 5. 
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A third philosophical work of Baladeva is ‘‘Siddhanta-ratna”’, 
elucidating his general doctrine.! 


Baladeva admits of five tattvas or categories which are exactly 
similar to those admitted by Harivyásadeva.? 


(2) Brahman. 


(a) His essential nature, attributes and powers. 


According to Baladeva, the Highest Reality or Brahman is Krsna, ® 
Vignu 4 or Hari,5 a Personal God, possessed of infinite auspicious 
qualities and inconceivable powers.’ He is ‘Nirguna’ in the sense 
of being free from certain qualities Which are included under the 
generic term “‘guna’’, viz. the three gunas of prakrti—sattva, rajas 
and tamas and He is ‘saguna’ in the sense of being a storehouse of 
all auspicious qualities. His attributes are of two kinds—majestic 
and sweet. The former consists in His indomitable might and lordli- 
ness, the latter in His infinite bliss and loveliness.? One of the 
greatest and at the same time, sweetest attributes of the Lord is His 


1 For other alleged works of Baladeva, see preface to P.R., pp. 9-10. 

2 G.B., introduc., p. 12, chap. 1.  "Tathà hi Iévara-jiva-prakrti-Kala- 
karmáni pafica-tattvani $rüyante."' 

3 P.R., lst prameya, p. 14; 7th prameya, verse l, p. 106; 8th prameya, 
verse 4, p. 121; verse p. 9, 127. 

4 G.B., introduc.; 1.1.4; 1.2.25; 1.2.27; 1.3.8; 1.3.14; 1.3.16; 1.3.24; 1.4.1; 
etc, etc. 

5 Op. cit., 1.1.3; 1.1.18; 1.1.19; 1.3.23; 1.3.30; 2.3.14; 3.2.32; 3.3.29; 3.3.38; 
3.3.51; 3.4.1; 4.1.7; etc. etc. 

P.R., 5th prameya, p. 86; 8th prameya, p. 116, verse 1, p. 117. 

6 G.B., 1.1.2; where he points out that the very word “Brahman” denotes 
the possession of unlimited and unsurpassed attributes, for the word means 
‘in whom all the attribuées reach to infinity’; 1.1.3; 1.4., introduc.; 3.1, introduc. ; 
3.2.22; 3.3, introduc.; 3.3.12, etc. 

P.R., Ist prameya, pp. 32-36, where the attributes of the Lord are 
enumerated as omniscience, bliss, lordliness, friendliness, teachership, saviour- 
hood and beauty. 

7 G.B., 1.1.2; 1.2.7; 1.2.32; 1.4., introduo.; 2.1.37; 2.3.6; 2.3.18; 3.2.13; 
3.2.27. 

8 G.B., 1.1.11, pp. 55-56, chap. 1. 

9 Op. cit., 3.3.29, introduc. p. 157, chap. 3. 
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essential love and solicitude for His devotees. He is verily, a slave of 
His devotees and even gives His own Self to them.! 


The attributes and powers of the Lord are by nature inconceivable 
(acintya) and mysterious.? Baladeva emphasises this point again 
and again. The Lord is all pervading yet atomic, or of the size of a 
span, dwelling actually within the heart of His devotees;? He is 
one, yet appears as many; * all-knowledge, yet appears as having a 
body; 5 essentially formless and colourless, yet possesses the most 
attractive form; unmanifest, yet manifests Himself to His devotees;" 
He is just and impartial, yet shows special grace to His devotees ; 8 
He is the creator of all, their material cause, yet unmodified Himself; ? 
without any parts, yet possessed of parts;!9 immeasurable, yet 
measured.11 


All such paradoxical or apparently contradictory qualities co- 
exist in the Lord since everything is possible in His case.!? We, 
of course, fail to conceive this, but we must believe it on the authority 
of Scripture, for in transcendental matters, Scripture, and not 
reasoning, is our only guide.!$ 


The attributes of the Lord are not different or separate from the 
Lord, but are nothing except the Lord Himself. And, although there 
is no real distinction between the Lord and His attributes, yet for 
conventional purposes, a distinction is recognised and spoken of. 
Baladeva bases his theory of the identity of substance and attribute 


1 G.B., 3.3.31, p. 162, chap. 3. 3.3.51, p. 208, chap. 3; 3.4.1, p. 235, 
chap. 3: "vidyayá paritusto Haris sva-bhaktáya átmànam dadàti"; 3.4.43, 
pp. 287-88, chap. 3. 

2 Vide footnote 3 below. 

8 G.B., 1.2.7; p. 115, chap. 1, “ Vibhutve sati anutvadikam acintya-sakti- 
yogat’’; 1.2.32, p. 142, chap. l. 

4 Op. cit., 1.2.32, p. 142, chap. 1; 2.1.27, p. 60, chap. 2. 

5 Op. cit. 

9 Op. cit., 2.1.37, p. 78, chap. 2. 

? Op. cit., 3.2.27, p. 82, chap. 3. 

8 Op. cit., 2.1.37, see below under “The Sádhanas ". 

9 Op. cit., 2.1.27, p. 60, chap. 2. 

10 Op. cit. 
11 Op. cit. 

12 Op. cit., 1.2.32, 2.1.27, 2.1.37, p. 78, chap. 2; 3.2.13, p. 58, chap. 3. 

18 Op. cit., 2.1.11, p. 32, chap. 2; 2.1.27, p. 62, chap. 3; 2.3.17, p. 186, chap. 2; 
3.2.17. p. 63, chap. 3; SD.R., Ist pada, pp. 37, 42, 
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on the doctrine of visesa, already explained.! Thus, just as the coil 
constitutes the serpent and is not separate from it, but is yet the 
attribute of the serpent, so the Lord, Who is essentially intelligence 
and bliss, possesses intelligent bliss as His attributes too;% or just 
as the sun is essentially light, yet the substratum of light, so the Lord, 
though essentially of the nature of knowledge, is yet the substratum 
of knowledge as well;® or just as time is one incessant duration and 
has neither priority, nor posteriority, so the Lord is both knowledge 
and knower, bliss and blissful, substance and attribute. 

The fact is that the Lord has no internal differences,5 i.e. is not a 
concrete whole of different kinds of attributes, just as a tree is a con- 
crete whole of roots, leaves, and flowers, etc. But He is one essence 
throughout like a diamond, and every one of His attributes is identical 
with Him, and not a part, separate from Him, and as such every one 
of them is full, perfect and unchangeable.” 

The Lord has three powers—viz., paré-sakti, apar&-Sakti, and 
&vidy&-éakti.9 The first is called Visnu-éakti or Svarüpa-Sakti, the 
second ksetrajfía and the third karma,? and also maya or tamas.19 
The para-6akti is three-fold—viz. samvit or jfiana-sakti, i.e. the power 
of consciousness; sanhidhi or bala-éakti, ie. the existence-giving 
power, viz. that which brings about the union of atoms, etc.; and 
hládini or kriyà-$akti, i.e. the bliss-giving power. Through the 

1 See under Harivyásadeva, vide G.B., 3.2.28, introduc., p. 84, chap. 3. 
* Atha svarüpád gunánüám abhedah pratipadyate"'; 3.2.31, see below. 

P.R., 18t prameya, verse 11, p. 37. 

For the doctrine of Viśega, vide G.B., 3.2.31, pp. 87-89, chap. 3, “ Visesasca 
bheda-pratinidhih bhedábháve api bhedak&ryyasya dharma-dharmi-bhavader 
vyavaharasya nivarttakah’’, etc.—exactly like Harivyüsadeva. 

? G.B., 3.2.28, p. 85, chap. 3. 

3 G.B., 3.2.29, p. 80, chap. 3. 

4 G.B., 3.2.30, p. 86, chap. 3. 

5 G.B., 3.2.28, p. 85, chap. 3; 3.3.13, p. 136, chap. 3: “Svagata-bhedasyap 
pratyüákhyànát", SD.R,, Ist pada, pp. 43-44. 

€ Cf. the three kinds of bheda, sajátIya, vijátiya and svagata. 

7 G.B., 3.3.13, p. 136, chap. 3. 

8 Op. cit., 1.4.26, p. 266, chap. 1; 3.3.39, pp. 177-78, chap. 3. 

? Op. cit., 1.4.26, p. 266, chap. 1. 

P.R., 1st prameya, p. 42:— 
“Visnu S$aktih parà proktà ksgetrajfiákhyà tatháparà; 
Avidyá-karma-samjüányà trt1yà Saktirigyate." 


19 G.B., 1.4.10, pp. 224-25, chap. 1. 11 P.R., lst prameya, p. 44. 
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first the Lord, knowledge by_ nature, Himself knows,! and gives 
knowledge to the souls. Through the second the Lord, existent by 
nature, Himself exists,? and gives existence to space, time, matter, 
souls and karma. Through the third, the Lord, bliss by nature, 
Himself enjoys, and gives bliss to the souls.? 

The apará-Sakti dnd the avidya-séakti of the Lord consist respec- 
tively in the souls and matter. 

The Lord is thus both the efficient and material cause of the 
universe. He is the efficient cause through His para-éakti, and He 
is the material cause through His apará and avidyà-éaktis. When 
these latter two powers are manifested in gross forms, the Universe 
of souls and matter arises. As the operative cause, the Lord is 
Unchangeable or kütastha, as the material cause, He is subject to 
modification or parinàmin.7 But though subject to modification, He 
remains modified in His own essential nature, which fact, though 
apparently contradictory, must be accepted on the authority of 
Scripture. 

Like the attributes, the powers of the Lord too are identical with 
the Lord, since the Lord has no internal differences.? 

The par&-$akti of the Lord is identical with Sri, the constant 
companion of the Lord, and as the pará-éakti of the Lord is identical 
with the Lord Himself, Sri is identical with the Lord.!? But though 
identical with the Lord, she cannot but love and be devoted to the 
Lord, Who is her very existence, just as the branch cannot but love 
the tree, or the moon-beam the moon,! and an erotic sentiment is 
possible between the Lord and Śrī.12 The Lord is, thus, an enjoyer of 
objects of desire (viz. Sri), not through lust, but through love. The 
intense bliss which the Lord enjoys from His contact with Sri does 


1 That is, jfiana becomes jüatà. 2 That is, sattvá becomes sat. 

3 SD.R., lst pada, p. 64. Ananda becomes ànanda-maya. 

4 G.B., 2.1.14, p. 38, chap. 2. 

5 Op. cü., 1.4.23-27, pp. 262-271, chap. 1. 

9 Op. cit., 1.4.20, p. 266, chap. 1. “Tasya nimittatvam upadanatvafi 
eébhidhiyate. Tatradyam parákhyà Saktimadripena, dvitiyan tu tad-anya- 
S$akti-dvayüdvüraiva.'. 

? Op. cit., 1.4.26, p. 267, chap. 1. 

8 Op. cit., 2.1.10, pp. 50-61, chap. 2. 9 See above. 

19 G.B., 2.3.40, p. 182, chap. 3. 
P.R., 1st prameya, verse 12, p. 40. 
11 G.B., 3.3.41. 12 Op. cit., 3.3.42, p. 186, chap. 3. 
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not imply any want of perfect bliss, fulness and self-enjoyment on His 
own part, but it is like the joy which one feels on seeing one’s own 
beauty in a mirror.! 

The Lord is, of course, not an enjoyer in the sense the individual 
soul is, i.e. is never subject to actions and their results.? l 

The Lord is à knower too and not merely pure knowledge ® and an 
agent, i.e. the creator, maintainer and destroyer, the cause of 
bondage and release 5 the dispenser of justice, i.e. fruits of karmas.® 
Those acts which the Lord performs through His cit-śakti and svarüpa, 
viz. His acts as incarnations, viz. suckling the breasts of Yaśodā, 
playing with cowherds and cowherdesses, etc. are eternal, while 
those acts which the Lord performs through matter and time, viz. 
creating the world, etc.—are non-eternal.? 


(b) His form (vigraha) and manifestations (avatàras). 


The Lord is possessed of a celestial, non-material form or body. 
The body of the Lord possesses the positive attributes of existence, 
intelligence and bliss, all-pervasiveness and the rest, as well as the 
negative attributes of not being coarse, nor fine, neither short, nor 
long, neither red, nor fluid, etc.? 

The form of the Lord is unmanifest to the external senses.19 But 
though the Lord is ordinarily imperceptible to the senses, yet in 
absorbed devotion, He becomes perceptible even to the senses of the 
devotee. A devotee who is full of love for Him and repeatedly 
practises meditation and the rest, has his senses saturated, as it were, 
with His essence through His grace. He then becomes fit for seeing 
Him and sees Him with his purified mind, just as he sees external 
objects.11 


LI dd 


1 G.B. 
SD.R., lst pada, pp. 76-83. 


Op. cit., 1.2.8, pp. 115-16, chap. 1. 
See above. = l 
G.B., 3.2.5, p. 45, chap. 3. 
Op. cit., 3.2.29—42, pp. 100-104, chap. 3. 
Op. cit., 3.3.11, pp. 128-133, chap. 3. 
Op. cit., 2.1.31, pp. 68-69, chap. 2. 

9? Op. cit., 3.2.32, introduc., pp. 76-77, chap. 3; 3.3.34, p. 169, chap. 3. 
Vide Brh., 3.8.8. 

10 Op. cùi., 8.2.23, p. 177, chap. 3. 

11 Op. cit., 3.2.24—27, pp. 78-79, chap. 3. 


4 See above. 
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The form or body of the Lord is not different from the Lord, but 
identical with Him,! just as the attributes and powers of the Lord 
are not different from, but identical with Him.? Hence the Lord is 
called formless, i.e. He does not possess the form or the body, but is 
the form or the body.? The body of the Lord being His very self 4 
possesses all the attributes of the Lord, viz. all-pervasiveness, 
knowledge, etc.5 

The Lord has a multitude of forms through which He manifests 
Himself as avatàras or incarnations. That is to say, the Lord is one 
indeed, so is His eternal consort Srt, yet they become many, since 
they assume various forms through their essential power.$ 

Thus, just as in a crystalline gem there exist many hues and 
colours, though the gem is one, so in the own form of the Lord there 
exists an infinite number of forms, each eternal and perfect and 
mysterious, and the Lord, though one and not limited by them, is yet 
fully manifest through every one of them.? 

The Lord incarnates Himself variously as Fish, Tortoise, etc. 
and again as Krsna the Sweet, Rima the Brave, Nrsimha the Terrible, 
etc. These incarnations, viz. Fish and the rest, are not to be confused 
with the souls, in spite of the fact that they too, like the souls, are 
called parts of the Lord. Just as both the sun and the firefly are 
called light, yet are not the same, or just as both nectar and wine are 
called liquids, yet are not the same, so the incarnation and the soul, 
though both parts of the Lord, are not the same.? The soul is under 
the control of the Lord, and subject to injunctions and prohibitions, 
but not so the incarnation 9; the soul is atomic and non-full, but the 
incarnation is not so.10 In fact the term “‘part’’, applied to the 
incarnation means the Lord in His entirety. 


1 G.B., 3.2.14, introduc., p. 58, chap. 3. 

3 See above. 

3 G.B., 3.2.14, p. 59, chap. 3. . "Rüpam vigrahas tad-visistam Brahma na 
bhavatiti arüpavad ity ucyate vigrahas tad ity arthah.”’ 

4 Op. cit., 3.2.16, p. 61, chap. 3. “Atra dehád bhinno dehity evam bidhes- 
vara-vastuni nasti, kintu deha eva dehiti labdham.”’ 

5 Op. cit., 3.2.14, p. 59, chap. 3. 

9 P.R., lst prameya, verse 13, p. 45. 

? G.B., 3.3, introduc., p. 106, chap. 3. 

8 Op. cit., 2.3.44, pp. 223-24, chap. 2. 

9 Op. cit., 2.3.46, p. 226, chap. 2. 

10 Op. cit., 2.3.47, p. 227, chap. 2. 
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The fact is that the Lord may manifest all His powers in an incarna- 
tion, who is then called a full incarnation, or He may manifest only a 
portion of His powers, when the incarnation is called partial. But 
these partial incarnations are not parts of the Lord in the same sense 
the souls are. On the contrary, they represent various aspects of the 
same Lord, manifesting His different powers, just as the crystal shows 
different attributes or colours at different times. Or, to give another 
example, just as a learned teacher, though perfectly well-versed in 
all the scriptures, may not expound all of them, while addressing & 
lower class, but only some portions of them and may be called a 
partial teacher only in that sense, 80 the so-called partial manifesta. 
tions of the Lord, though really identical with the Lord Himself, 
manifest only & portion of His attributes and powers and are hence 
called partial incarnations.! 

Thus, in the Krsna incarnation only, i.e. in the infant Krsna, 
suckling the breasts of Yaśodā, all the six attributes of the Lord, viz. 
supreme love for all humanity, being an object of supreme love for 
all humanity, being the composer of supremely sweet heavenly music, 
possessing a most beautiful form and immeasurable compassion, —are 
fully manifested, while in other incarnations, fewer attributes and 
powers are manifested.? 

The essential form of the Lord is, thus the form of Krsna, the 
cowherd, with eyes like full-blown lotus, and body blue like cloud, 
wearing raiments like sparkling lightning, with two arms adorned 
with the symbol of silence, surrounded by cows, cowherds and cow- 
herdesses and standing under the Heavenly Tree.? 

Besides this essential form of blissful Krsna (svayamrüpa) the 
Lord has His power or energy forms (or vilàsa-rüpa)—such as Narayana, 
Vasudeva, Samkarsana and Aniruddha.* 


1 G.B., 2.3.45, pp. 224-25, chap. 2. 
2 Op. cit., 2.3.45, pp. 224-25, chap. 2. 
SD.R., 2nd pada, p. 117. 
8 G.B., 3.2.16, p. 61, chap. 3; 3.3.6 (introduc.), 3.3.20; introduc., p. 117, 
chap. 3; 3.3.29, introduc., p. 156, chap. 3; 3.3.38, p. 170, chap. 3. 

Cf. Gopála-pürva-tápani:— 

"Sapunderika-nayanam meghaébham vaidyutámbaram, 

Dvibhujam mauna-mudrüádhyam vanamálinam Iévaram’’, etc. 


* G.B., 3.3.15, p. 138, chap. 3. 
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Just as the Lord manifests Himself in different incarnations so 
Sri too, the eternal consort of the Lord, manifests herself in corres- 
ponding incarnations. Thus, when the Lord assumes the form Aditya, 
she becomes Kamali; when He becomes Bhargava, she becomes 
Dharani; when He becomes Rama, she becomes Sita; when He becomes 
Krsna, she becomes Rukmini and so on. Thus, when He becomes a 
God, she becomes a goddess, when He becomes a man, she becomes a 
woman, and so on.! 


Besides the full and partial incarnations, who are the Lord Himself, 
there are certain exalted souls like Sanatkumara, Narada, etc., through 
whom the Lord shines forth temporarily. These God-possessed souls 
are called 'àve$&vatàras'? They too are to be venerated highly, but 
not to be worshipped like the Lord or His incarnations, for they do 
not possess all the attributes of the Lord.’ 


(c) The City (or loka) of the Lord. 


The city of Brahman, called Vaikuntha, Gokula, Samvyoma or 
Mahiman, is identical with the Lord Himself, and not different from 
Him,‘ just as the attributes and powers of the Lord and His body are 
identical with Him.5 


Hence, like the Lord Himself, the city of the Lord too is possessed 
of the six celestial attributes 8 and free from the three attributes of 
matter, viz. sattva, rajas and tamas. It cannot be attained by the 
ungodly, but only by those who perform the five-fold duties ? and are 
eternally perfect and devoted to the Lord. The divine city is full of 
marvellous palaces and courtyards, gardens and pools, and is refulgent 
with the light of myriads of suns. 


It is not to be wondered how the Lord can be both the dweller 
(the Lord) and the place dwelt in (the City), for everything is possible 


P.R., Ist prameya, p. 51. 

G.B., 3.3.21, introduc., p. 146, chap. 3. 
Op. cit., 3.3.23, p. 148, chap. 3. 

Op. cit., 3.3.37-38, pp. 176-178, chap. 3. 
See above. 

6 Viz. supreme love for humanity, etc. See above. 

? Viz. abhigamana, upaédana, ijyá, adhyaéna and samadhi. Vide ‘Prabha- 
tikà' on P.R., p. 60. See below under “The Ritualistic Doctrine of the School of 
Nimbárka". Cf. also S.B., 2.2.42. 

6 P.R., lst prameya, pp. 59-60. 
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in His case, possessed as He is of inconceivable powers.! But though 
the City of the Lord is nothing but the Lord Himself, yet it appears 
as a material city to the devotee, through the grace of the Lord.? 


The Lord brings down on earth His City—which is His own self, 
and manifests Himself there. Hence, just as Krsna is not to be 
regarded as an ordinary man, but as the Lord Himself, so Mathura 
is not to be regarded as an ordinary earthly city, but as the Divine 
Abode. 

It will be seen now that Baladeva’s doctrine of Brahman is similar 
to that of Nimbàrka, so far as general philosophical principles go 
apart from sectarian details. According to both, Brahman or the 
Highest Reality is Krsna, accompanied by Rādhā. Baladeva makes 
Sri the constant consort of the Lord, but Sri is nothing but Radha 
since, he points out, when Sri or the pard-Sakti of the Lord manifests 
herself as the giver of gladness, joy and expansion of consciousness, 
she is called Radha, the highest of all women.* Hence Radha is the 
para-Sakti or the hládini-éakti of the Lord and non-different from 
Him.5 Again, according to both, the Lord is possessed of attributes 
and His attributes are majestic and awe-inspiring on the one hand, 
and sweet and lovable on the other, the Lord is both the material 
and efficient cause of the world,:the Lord is possessed of a celestial 
body, dwells in & celestial city and manifests Himself in different 
incarnations and vyühas, the Lord is both transcendent and immanent 
and so on. According to Baladeva, as we have seen, the aparà and 
avidyà saktis of the Lord represent His immanent aspects, and the 
para or svarüpa Sakti is transcendent aspect. 

Thus, there is on the whole perfect agreement between Nimbarka 
and Baladeva, although the peculiar view of Baladeva, viz. that there 
is identity between the Lord and His attributes, powers, body and city, 
is not found in Nimbarka. According to Baladeva, as we have seen, 


there is no internal difference in the Lord, in the sense that the Lord 
| 
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1 G.B., 3.3.37, p. 175, chap. 3. 

2 Op. cit., 3.3.36, p. 174, chap. 3. 

3 P.R., lst prameya, verse 17, p. 102. 

4 G.B., 3.3.42, p. 187, chap. 3. “ Hladini-séra-samaveta-sam-vid-atmaka- 
yuvati-ratnatvens tu Radhadi-Sri-rapa ca." 

Vide also P.R., lst prameya, p. 55. 

5 SD.R., 2nd páda, pp. 118-19. “Ya bhagabad-abhinnáübhihità yà ca 

hládinity-ádinà visesité sā paraiva Radhikeévariti.’”’ 
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is not a concrete whole of various attributes, but 78 each of these 
attributes. But according to Nimbarka, there is internal difference 
in the Lord in the sense that the sentient and the non-sentient. which 
are parts and powers of the Lord are ever different from Him, though 
not outside or independent of Him. And Baladeva too should admit 
that there is internal difference in the Lord in this sense, for according 
to him also, the sentient and the non-sentient, though powers of the 
Lord, are different from Him.! 


(3) The Cit. 


Baladeva’s doctrine of the individual soul too is similar to that of 
Nimbarka. 

(a) Like Nimbarka, he holds that the individual soul is, by nature, 
eternal—without beginning and without end,? self luminous. The 
soul is not knowledge merely, and though its form is that of knowledge, 
its nature is that of a knower.* It is also an enjoyer 5 and an active 
agent.6 It is an agent in a two-fold sense, viz. it acts on the external 
world indirectly through the instrumentality of its sense-organs—e.g. 
it sees colour by means of its eyes, lifts objects by means of its hands 
and so on—, and it is also an agent in the act of directly controlling 
those sense-organs, just as a carpenter is an agent in the act of 
carpentary through the medium of his instruments, viz. axe, ete., i.e. 
constructs various objects by means of these tools, and he is also an 
agent in the act of directly holding and using those tools.? 

But though the individual soul is an agent, it is not an independent 
agent like the Lord. In fact, every act of the soul involves five factors 
—viz. the soul, the body, the different sense-organs, various kinds of 
energies and the Lord, and he who thinks himself to be the sole agent 
is @ mistaken fool9 The fact that the activity of the soul depends 


—— ——— — aS — —— ——— ————'——  —— —Sa€—H lc — 


1 See below under “ Relation between Brahman, the cit and the acit ". 

2 G.B., 2.3.16, pp. 183-185, chap. 2. 

8 Op. cit., 2.3.43, pp. 221-222, chap. 2. 

* Op. cit., 2.3.17, p. 186, chap. 2. “Jia evüátm& jnana-rupatve sati jüátr- 
svarüpa eva." 

5 Op. cit., 2.3.27, p. 198, chap. 2. 

Op. cit., 1.2.8, pp. 115-110, chap. 1. 

9 Op. cit., 2.3.31-38, pp. 203-212, chap. 2. 

7 Op. cit., 2.3.38, p. 210, chap. 2. 

8 Op. cit., 2.3.38, pp. 210-211, chap. 2. Vide Gità, 18.14. Vide also G.B., 
2.1.14, where it is said that the soul is an agent in the same sense that the cow 
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upon the Lord—which fact is declared by Scripture itself 1—does not 
however, imply that the individual soul is a mere automaton, moved 
by the Lord, so that the scriptural injunctions and prohibitions, which 
presuppose free will on the part of the agent are useless, for the Lord 
causes the individual soul to act in a particular way, not arbitrarily, 
but out of regard for its tendencies, generated by its own past works. 
Thus, as the acts of the soul in the present life are determined by its 
acts in former lives, it itself is really responsible for its acts, though 
impelled by the Lord, just as the rain is the common cause of the 
growth of various kinds of plants, while the seed is the particular 
cause of the particular plant. Hence, the soul is an agent, though a 
secondary agent, while the Lord is the causative agent, because without 
His permission, the soul cannot act. But still, as the responsibility 
of the soul does not cease, the scriptural injunctions and prohibitions 
are not meaningless.” 

The soul’s state of being a knower, an enjoyer and an agent of the 
aoul, Baladeva points out like Nimbarka, are natural, pertaining to it 
in bondage and in release. 

Like Nimbarka, again, Baladeva insists on the soul’s eternal 
dependence on and servitude to the Lord.4 The soul is ever under 
the control of the Lord in bondage,5 as in release.9 

Like Nimbàrka, again, Baladeva holds that the soul is a part,’ 


is an agent in the act of producing milk. The cow has no power of her own to 
produce milk, but it is the vital energy (pràna-Sakti) of the cow which is the 
primary agent in the production of the milk. Similarly, though the soul is 
observed to produce an effect, it is not independent in its acts, but the Lord is 
really the primary agent here. 

1 G.B., 2.3.39, p. 213, chap. 2; 2.3.46, pp. 226-227, chap. 2. 

3 Op. cit., 2.3.40, pp. 214-215, chap. 2. 
See below under “ Moksa’’. 
P.R., 5th prameya, pp. 65-66. “Jivānām bhagavad-dàsatvam." 
G.B., 2.3.46, pp. 226-227, chap. 2. 


See below under ' Moksa’’. 
G.B., 2.3.41—43, pp. 217-222.  Baladeva points out the soul is nota 


part of the Lord as a piece of stone cut off from the rock is of the rock, for 
Brahman is by nature indivisible. Hence the soul is said to be a part of Brahman 
in the sense of being a subordinate to Him, separate from Him, yet related to 
Him, as the created, the ruled, the supported, etc. 
G.B., 2.3.41. 
15B 
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an effect 1 and a power 2 of the Lord, and is both different and non- 
different from Him.3 So much for the nature of the soul. 

(b) Next, the size of the soul. Here also, Baladeva agrees with 
Nimbarka in holding that it is atomic in size,‘ and that this atomicity 
of the soul, like its agency and the rest, is natural, i.e. the freed soul 
also remains atomic and does not become all-pervading like the 
Lord. 

(c) Next, the number of souls. Here too Baladeva agrees with 
Nimbarka in holding that there is a plurality of souls.6 He points out 
that the souls are not absolutely equal and similar. Although their 
essential nature is the same, i.e. although they have no distinctions 
among themselves, in so far as they are all intelligent by nature, all 
cognising subjects and agents and atomic in size, yet there are differ- 
ences and gradations owing to their karmas and saàdhanas.9 Even the 
freed souls are different from one another on account of the difference 
of their deyotion.? 

(d) Finally, the kinds of souls. Like Nimbàrka, Baladeva holds 
that there are broadly, three kinds of souls, viz. baddhas or the freed 
souls, i.e. the souls who were in bondage, but are free now, and nitya- 


1 1.4.26, pp. 265-66, chap. 1; 2.1.14, pp 38-44, chap. 2; 2.3.16, pp. 184-185, 
chap. 2.. 

Baladeva points out exactly like Nimbárka that no contradiction is involved 
by holding the soul and the universe to be both eternal and products of the Lord. 
When the sentient and the non-sentient, the two powors of the Lord, lie latent 
in Him, they are said to be non-existent, but when they are manifested, the 
universe of souls and matter is said to originate. "The difference between the 
souls and the pradhàna is, however, this: when the non.sentient objects like 
the pradhàna and the rost, originate from Brahman (i.e. are manifested), they 
undergo a chango of essontial nature—i.e. so long they were energy of Brahman, 
the sentient, but now they become non-sontient. But the souls do not undergo 
any such change of essefitial nature when they originate from Brahman. Tho 
only change in their caso consists in the contraction and expansion of intel- 
ligence—i.e. during dissolution their intelligence is in a state of contraction, during 
creation it is in a state of expansion,—in either case, however, the soul does not 
undergo any essential change of a nature. (G.B., 2.3.16.) 

2 Op. cit., 2.3.16, pp. 184-185, chap. 2; 2.3.41, p. 219, chap. 2. 

3 See below under ‘Relation between Brahman, cit and acit”. 

4 G.B., 2.3.18-30, pp. 187-202, chap. 3. 

5 Op. cit., 2.3.42, p. 220, chap. 2. 

9 Op. cit., 2.3.49-51, pp. 229-230, chap. 2. 

" Svarüpa-sámye api tad-adrstánám aniyamàt nana-vidhatvat’’, 2.3.49. 

? P.R., verses 2-3, pp. 103-105. See above. 
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muktas, or the ever-free souls, who are the eternal companions of the 
Lord.! 

The souls in bondage, according to Baladeva, are again of two 
kinds, those who desire for salvation, and those who desire for heaven 
or other worldly objects. The first kind of devotees are again of two 
kinds—viz. svanisthas and the ekàntins. These latter, again are of 
two kinds—viz. parinisthas and nirapeksas.? 

Baladeva is also in perfect agreement with Nimbarka regarding 

the different states of the soul, viz. dream,$ deep sleep, swoon, etc. 
and also regarding the destiny of the soul and its journey through the 
path of gods, etc. There is only one slight point of difference. 
According to Nimbàrka, the general rule is that the presiding deities 
of light, day, etc. (the successive stages in the path of gods) or the 
agents of the Lord lead the souls of knowers to the Lord.5 But 
‘according to Baladeva, though this is the general rule, yet the Lord 
makes an exception in the case of the nirapeksa devotees, who are 
His special favourites, and Himself comes down to fetch them to Him, 
being impatient of delay.¢ 


: (4) The Acit. 


Baladeva’s theory of the world too is very similar to that of 
Nimbarka. Like Nimbarka, he holds that the world is an effect, a 
development of prakrti, which is a part, an effect and a power of the 
Lord.” Prakrti is also called tamas, maya or avidyā.8 It is originally 
the equilibrium of the three gunas, but it is fertilised, i.e. set to motion, 
by a glance of the Lord and gives rise to the Universe.? 

Baladeva emphasises the reality of the world, and criticises the 
Samkarite doctrine of Vivarta-vüda.!? He points out that the omnis- 
cient Lord has created the world with His own power, thence the 


1 G.B., introduc., 3.3.11, p. 131, chap. 3. 

? For the peculiar duties, etc. and status of these three classes of devotees, 
see below under “Binds of Bhaktas’’. 

3 G.B., 3.2.1-3, pp. 40—43, chap. 3. 

4 Op. cit., 4th chap., 3-4 pádas. 5 See above. 

9 G.B., 4.3.16, pp. 80-81, chap. 4. 

7 Op. cit., 1.4.20, p. 266, chap. 1; 2.1.14, p. 38, chap. 2; 2.3.16, p. 184, chap. 
2. See above footnote 1. 

8 Op. cit., introduc., pp. 13-14, chap. 1. 

® Op. cit., introduc., pp. 13-14. 

10 Op. cit., 1.4.20, pp. 267-269, chap. 1. 
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world is bound to be real, for the real cannot produce what is unreal.! 
The statements that the soul alone existed in the beginning, etc., 
simply mean that during dissolution souls and matter remain merged 
indistinguishably from the Lord, like birds in a dark forest.? 

Like Nimbarka, Baladeva admits kala to be an eternal, non- 
intelligent substance. - Time, according to him, consists in three 
states—viz., past, present and future and is conventionally denoted 
by such terms as ''simultaneous", “slow”, “quick”, etc. It is 
measured by seconds, minutes, hours, days, etc.—up to parardha. 
It is in constant motion, like a wheel and is involved in the creation 
and destruction of objects. It is a power of the Lord, and as such 
without beginning and end.3 

But Beladeva does not speak of the aprakrta as Nimbarka does. 
He speaks instead of karma es the fifth category, a non-intelligent 
substance, without beginning, but having an end.4 Karma, too like 
matter and time, is an important factor in creation. The Lord, though 
omnipotent and independent, is not capricious, and hence He creates 
the world strictly in accordance with the karmas of the souls. "These 
three substances, viz. matter, time and karma, are co-eternal with 
the Lord and subordinate to Him, though the Lord never disregards 
them in His act of creation.5 


(5) Relation between Brahman, the cit and the acit. 


Like Nimbarka, Baladeva holds that there are three eternal 
Substances. Brahman, the sentient and the non-sentient. The vital 
question is—what is the relation between them ? 

Firstly, Baladeva points out, exactly like Nimbarka, that there 
is an essential difference of nature between Brahman, on the one 
hand, and the sentient and the non-sentient, on the other. The Lord 
is supremely pure and perfect, free from all sins and all karmas, while 
the soul is tainted by sins and fettered by karmas,9 and the universe 
is impure and non-intelligent. The Lord is the ruler,” the creator 


1 P.R., 3rd prameya, verse 1, p. 75, etc. 

2 Op. cit., verse 2, p. 80. 

3 G.B., introduc., p. 14, chap. 1. 

4 Op. cit., introduc., p. 15, chap. 1. 

5 Op. cit., 2.1.35, pp. 74-75, chap. 2. 

` 6 Op. cit., 1.1.20, pp. 83-84, chap. 1, 1.2.2, p. 111, chap. 1; 2.1.22, pp. 53-55, 

chap. 2. 

7 Op. cit., 1.1.21, pp. 84-85, chap. 1. 
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and the supporter,! while the souls and the world are the ruled, created 
and supported. The Lord is the object to be attained,? the master 
and the beloved 3 and the worshipped * while the souls are the attainers, 
servants, lovers and the worshippers. Even the freed soul is different 
from the 5 Lord. 

But on the other hand, the soul and the universe are non-different 
from the Lord, for they are effects of Brahman and the cause and the 
effect are non-different.9 Further, the Lord is all.pervading and 
pervades the soul and the universe and in this sense too, the soul and 
the universe are said to be non-different from Him." Hence we have 
two kinds of texts, declaring both the difference and non-difference 
of the Lord from the sentient and the non-sentient. 

But how are we to reconcile both difference and non-difference ? 
Baladeva frankly gives up the problem as incomprehensible. An 
incomprehensible difference—non-difference is the truth of things, 
and although we cannot conceive it by reason, we must accept it on 
the authority of revelation, for scripture is our sole guide in trans- 
cendental matters. Baladeva emphasises, as we have seen, the 
inconceivable and mysterious powers of the Lord.? According to him, 
the problems how unity (Brahman) can become plurality (prapafica) 
without losing its unity and integrity,!0 how one can appear as many 
without being limited by its manifold forms 1! are beyond our grasp, 
although the facts that unity does become plurality, the one, many 
cannot but be believed and accepted. Similarly, the relation between 
unity and plurality, one and many is an insoluble and incomprehensible 
mystery, but as scripture teaches both difference and non-difference, 
we must accept both to be true. 

Thus, like Nimbàrka. Baladeva too accepts both difference and 
non-difference to be true. As a follower of Madhva, however, and 


1 G.B., 1.1.17, pp. 173-174, chap. 1; 1.2.4, p. 112, chap. 1. 
2 Op. cit. 
3 Op. cit., 2.3.41, pp. 217-218, chap. 2. 

Baladeva points out that the phrase “Thou art that” (chand. 6.8.7, etc.) 
means simply that “All thy functions are dependent on the Lord" (p. 219, 
chap. 2). 

4 Op. cit., 3.2.18 {introduc.) (p. 65, chap. 3). 

5 See below under, "Moksa ”. 

9 G.B., 2.1.14-20 (pp. 38-51, chap. 2). 

? Op. cit., 2.1.14 (p. 38, chap. 2). 

8 Op. où., 2.3.17. See above, p. 63, chap. 3. 9 See above. 
19 See above. 11 See above. 
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also as mainly a religious teacher (religion requires difference between 
the Lord and His devotee) he lays & greater stress on difference 
than on non-difference between the Lord and the soul! But he is 
also reluctant to admit an absolute difference between them as Madhva 
does, since the effect cannot be absolutely different from its cause— 
which would lead to Asat-kàryya-vàda—or the pervaded from one 
who pervades. Hence he ends by accepting both difference and non- 
difference and regarding them as incompatible and incomprehensible, 
though true. 

Nimbàrka, however, as we have seen—accepts both difference 
and non-difference to be equally true and compatible as well. The 
doctrine of Baladeva may, therefore, be called ''Acintya-bhedà- 
bheda-vàda'' as distinguished from the ‘‘Svaébhavika-bhedabheda- 
vāda” of Nimbarka. 

(6) Mokga. 


Bondage, according to Baladeva, consists in turning one's face 
away from the Lord and the consequent obscuration of its own real 
nature and attributes, while salvation consists in turning one's face 
towards the Lord, when bondage falls off and the soul attains the 
form and attributes of the Lord.? 

Thus, like Nimbarka, Baladeva too holds that the state of salvation 
involves two factors. On the one hand, it means the manifestation 
of the real nature of the self—the full development of its eight-fold 
superior attributes,’ and on the other it means becoming similar to the 
Lord.* The difference between the Lord and the individual soul being 
oternal, this difference persists in the state of salvation too and the 
. freed soul never becomes identical with the Lord. "The freed soul is 
different from the Lord in two points as usual, viz. it is atomio,5 
while the Lord is all-pervading, and it lacks the power of creation 


1 Vide P.R., where he devotes one entire prameya (4th prameya, pp. 81-94) 
in demonstrating the difference between Brahman and the souls, but it contains 
not a word about non-difference between them. And he makes obeisance to 
Madhva and quotes him as authority in the beginning and inthe end. See 
footnote (1) above. 

2 G.B., introduc., p.13, chap. 1; 1.3.19, p. 167, chap. 1; 3.4.43, p. 288, chap. 3. 

3 Op. cit., 4.4.1-2, pp. 84-88, chap. 4. The eight qualities are freedom 
from sins, etc., vide chánd, 8.7.1. 

4 Op. cit., 1.1.16-17, pp. 71-74, chap. 1; 1.3.22-23, pp. 169-170, chap. 1; 
1.3.43, p. 207, chap. 1. 

5 Op. cit., 4.4.20, p. 116, chap. 4. 
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etc.—which power belongs exclusively tothe Lord.! The freed soul 
is equal to the Lord in point of enjoyment, and not essentially and 
absolutely .2 

In all these points, Baladeva is in perfect agreement with 
Nimbarka. Like Nimbarka, he emphasises the individuality and 
separate existence of the freed soul and holds that the freed soul too 
is a knower, an agent and an enjoyer like the soul in bondage. It isa 
knower in the sense that it directly knows or intuits Brahman and is 
omniscient like Him.’ It is an agent in the sense that it roams and 
sports about in the world of Brahman,‘ possesses divine creative 
powers (satya-samkalpatva) 5 and creates the world of Fathers, etc. at 
will.6 It is an enjoyer in the sense, that it shares, as noted above, the 
enjoyments of the Lord ? and subsists in infinite and eternal bliss.8 

According to Baladeva, therefore, as according to Nimbarka, 
salvation is a positive state and not a mere negative state of absence 
of pain.? 

Baladeva, further, agrees with Nimbarka in holding that the 
freed soul is ever under the control of the Lord, but of none elsc.19 

Baladeva points out that although the freed soul is under the 
control of the Lord, yet it is not obligatory for it to carry on meditation 
on the Lord any longer, yet it is irresistibly drawn towards worship. 
ping the Lord, who is so ravishingly beautiful, just as a person suffering 
from billiousness, though cured by eating sugar, continues to eat sugar, 
even after his complete cure, simply because sugar is so sweet.1? But 
this worship of the Lord by the freed soul, is considered to be no 
action in the ordinary sense of the word, because it worships without 
any taint of the gunas.!8 


——— LETS m e D 


1 G.B., 4.4.17-18, pp. 111-113, chap. 4. 
2 Op. cit., 1.1.16, pp. 71-72, chap. 1; 4.4.21, pp. 117-118, chap. 4. 
3 Op. cit., 4.4.15, introduc. and sütra, pp. 108-109, chap. 4. 
4 Op. cit., 2.3.32, p. 205, chap. 2. 
5 Op. cit., 3.2.1, . 41, chap. 3. 
9 Op. cit., 4.4.8, p. 98, chap. 4. 
? See footnote (2). 
8 G.B., 4.4.20, p. 116, chap. 4. 
9 Op. cit., 4.4.1, p. 85, chap. 4. 
10 Op. cit., 4.4.9, p. 100, chap. 4. 
11 Op. cù., 3.3.27-28, pp. 153-158, chap. 3. 
18 Op. cit., 4.1.12, p. 15, chap. 4.  "Pittadagdhasya sitayà pittanáée api 
sati, bhüyas tadásváda-vat." 
18 Op. cù., 2.3.38, p. 211, chap. 2. 
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According to Baladeva, just as there are mutual differences among 
the souls in bondage, so there are mutual differences among the freed 
souls as well, owing to their difference of devotion.! 

The freed souls, Baladeva points out, are colleagues of the Lord 
and hence possess the power of appearing in many forms,? e.g. when 
the Lord manifests Himself as Krsna, the freed souls become His 
companions and so on. 

The freed soul, Baladeva points out, is in threefold union with the 
Lord—viz. first, it is in the city of the Lord which is the Lord Himself; 
secondly, the Lord is in it, so that it ever feels the presence of the 
Lord; and thirdly, it is in union with the external form of the Lord.4 
It is this separation from the external form of the Lord which generates 
the sentiment of viraha or separation in the freed soul, which sentiment 
it is said to undergo sometimes in spite of its intimate union with the 
Lord. 

Baladeva, like Nimbarka, accepts Videhan-mukti only and not 
Jivan-mukti.9 

Baladeva points out that Scripture speaks of four kinds of 
salvation, viz. silokya, or residence in the same world with the Lord; 
sürsti or possessing the same power and rank as the Lord; and simipya 
or proximity to the Lord and sayujya or intimate union with the 
Lord. But of these, sáàyujya-mukti is the main and involves all the 
rest, because, when the soul is in union with the Lord, it residcs in the 
same world as the Lord, attains His nature and attributes and is in 
proximity to Him.’ 

(7) The Sadhanas. 
(a) Bhakti, its nature and pre-requisites (viz. karma and jñäna). 


According to Baladeva, bhakti or devotion is the sole and direct 
cause of salvation.s , He uses the term ''bhakti'' in the sense used 


1 P.R., 6th pramoya, verses 2-3, pp. 103, 105. See below under “Kinds of 
Upàsaná". 

2 G.B., 3.3.11, p. 131, chap. 3. 

3 See above. 

4 G.B., 4.4.4, pp. 91-92, chap. 4. 

5 Op. cit. 

6 Op. cit., 3.3.33, p. 116, chap. 3; 3.3.53, pp. 211-12, chap. 3; 3.4.62, pp. 303. 
304; chap. 3, 4.1.15, pp. 21-23, chap. 4. 

7 Op. cit., 4.4.4, pp. 91-92, chap. 4. 

8 Op. cit., 3.2, introduc., p. 38, chap. 3; 3.3.48, p. 202, chap. 3; 3.3.54, 
pp. 214-217, chap. 3. j 
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by Nimbarka, viz. ‘prema’ or intense love,! and not in the Ràmànujist 
sense of upàsanà or meditation.” 

Bhakti, he points out, really involves two factors—viz., vairaégya 
or a strong disgust for any and every object other than Brahman, 
and prema or an equally strong yearning and love for Brahman. 
These two, vairágya and prema, are the principal of all sadhanas. 
The former is generated by the knowledge of the imperfection and 
transitoriness of all worldly objects, as well as by the knowledge that 
attachment to worldly objects leads to endless rebirths; while the 
latter is generated by the knowledge of the Lord and His glorious 
attributes, omniscience, omnipotence, loveliness and the rest.® 

It is clear, therefore, that devotion is not blind, irrational, but is 
rational and essentially based on knowledge. It is based on a two- 
fold knowledge, viz. knowledge of the individual self and the world 
and knowledge of the Lord.‘ 

Baladeva distinguishes between two kinds of knowledge: vijfiána 
and prajíía. Vijfiana means intellectual knowledge, which is obtained 
from the study of scripture, while prajfíà means intuitive knowledge 
which is nothing but devotion and meditation. The former is indirect, 
since it is only textual conception; the latter is direct, since it is 
intimate realisation. The former is the gateway to the latter and is of 
no avail by itself, for by merely mastering the meaning of words by 
merely studying the Vedas, one does not become a Brahma-vid or a 
real knower of Brahman. A real knower of Brahman is he who not 
only knows Brahman, but intuits or realises and feels Him directly. 
Just as the mere utterance of the words '' Honey is sweet " will never 
give à man the taste of the sweetness of honey, but he must actually 
taste honey to realise how sweet is honey, so exactly is the case here. 
In this way, knowledge leads to devotion and meditation and thereby 
to salvation. 
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1 For the definition of bhakti, see under Nimbürka. 

2 See in loco for Rámánuja's definition. According to Baladeva, dhyana 
is only one form of bhakti; the maiu characteristic of which is intense joy and 
love. See below under “Modes and kinds of Bhakti”. 

3 G.B., 3.2, introduc., pp. 38-39, chap. 3; 3.2.42, p. 104, chap. 3. 

For the knowledge which specially help the rise and growth of bhakti—see 
below. 

4 G.B., 1.1.2, p. 3P, chap. 1; 3.3.54, p. 217, chap. 3; SD.R., lst pada, 
p. 54. “Bhaktir api jfána-vi$ego bhavati", and p. 07 "jüüna-bhakti-rüp&y&h 
vidy&yüh tu s&ksat tat-prüáptau iti na k&cit ksatih”’. 

5 Op. cit., 1.1.2, p. 30, chap. 1; 3.3.52, p. 209, chap. 3; 3.4.12, pp. 244—247. 
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Karma or action too, Baladeva points out like Nimbarka, has an 
important part to play in the attainment of salvation. The proper 
performance of the duties incumbent on one’s own stage of life goes to 
refine and purify the mind and thereby help the rise of knowledge and 
devotion init.1 Like Nimbàrka, again, he points out that the function 
of karma extends thus far only and no farther. Karma is à means 
to the rise of knowledge and devotion, but not a means to their fruit, 
viz. salvation. And, when once knowledge and devotion have arisen, 
karma is no longer necessary and hence is abandoned, just as a horse 
is necessary for accomplishing a journey, but no longer necessary 
when the journey is accomplished.? 

Hence Baladeva definitely rejects the Vidyà-karma-samuccaya- 
vada, or the doctrine that the combination of vidya and karma leads 
to salvation. He points out that vidya and vidya alone (by which 
term he understands ‘‘devotion preceded by knowledge")? is the 
cause of salvation. 

Like Nimbarka, Baladeva emphasises the grace of the Lord as an 
essential pre-requisite of the attainment of salvation. A man's 
unaided effort, he points out, can be of no avail unless the Lord is 
pleased to choose and help him. Thus, choice by the Lord is the most 
important cause of salvation.® 

This fact, however, does not contradict the statement, made 
above, that devotion is the sole cause of salvation, for the grace of the 
Lord and the consequent.choice by Him are not arbitrary, but depends 
on the devotion of the souls themselves. The Lord does not choose 
any and every one, but only those who are whole-heartedly devoted to 
Him. Hence, ultimately devotion is the cause of salvation. 


1 G.B., 1.1.1, p. 26, chap. 1; 3.4.8, pp. 230-37, chap. 3; 3.4.20, pp. 263-64, 
chap. 3; 3.4.33, pp. 271-273, chap. 3. 

2 Op. cit., 3.4.8, pp. 230-37, chap. 3; 3.4.36, pp. 263-64, chap. 3; 3.4.33 
pp. 271-273, chap. 3. 

For the place of karma in the life of the three kinds of bhaktas, see below in 
loco. 

3 G.B., 3.3.48, p. 202, chap. 3. “Vidy&-Sabdena jňānapūrvikā bhaktir 
ucyate.”’ 

4 Op. cit., 3.3.48, p. 202, chap. 3; 3.3.50, p. 204, chap. 3; 3.4.35,'p. 202, 
chap. 3. 

5 Op. cit., 3.3.64, pp. 214-216, chap. 3. 

8 Op. cit., 2.3.40, pp. 214-215, chap. 2; 3.3.54, pp. 214-217, chap. 3. 

SD.R., 1st páda, p. 57. 
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The grace of the Lord leads to the direct intuition or vision of the 
Lord. Though the Lord is infinite and unmanifest, yet when He is 
pleased with His devotees, He manifests His own essential form to 
them through His mysterious power of grace.! This direct vision of 
the Lord means the perception of the Lord as an external object, i.e. 
perceiving the Lord in the very same way as one perceives an external 
object,? and this external vision of the Lord is absolutely necessary 
for unless there be such a vision, there can be no salvation.® 

This direct vision of the Lord Himself is different from the vision 
of Him as an incarnation, when e.g. he descends on earth as Rama or 
Krsna and so on. The former is tho vision of Him as free from maya 
or contact with matter, the latter is the vision of Him as enveloped in 
máàyà. The former can be gained only when the gross and the subtle 
bodies are destroyed through Brahma-vidyà, the latter can be gained 
in the present life through great merit. Hence, the former alone leads 
to final emancipation, the latter only to heavenly joys * 

Thus, we conclude that the successive sádhanas are as follows:— 
The first thing is to keep company with good and righteous men and 
to serve them and to perform one's own duties in a purely disinterested 
spirit. By such company and serving, there arises the knowledge of 
one's own self and of the supreme self. This two-fold knowledge 
produces vairágya on the one hand, prema or bhakti on the other. 

When bhakti becomes strong, the devotee becomes the beloved 
of the Lord and comes to be chosen by Him, and then finally, comes 
the direct vision of the Lord which is salvation.® 

Thus:—Sat-sanga and niskima-karmas — jfíàna — vairágya and 
prema or bhakti— bhagavat-prasüáda and varana — saksatkara and 
mukti. 

There are certain auxiliaries which help the attainment of 
salvation, viz. :— 


1. Guru-bhakti or worshipping the spiritual teacher as a God and 
Guru-prasaàda or the consequent grace of the spiritual teacher. The 
Lord cannot be reached by the mere study of the Veda, but the kindly 


1 G.B., 3.2.27. 

2 Op. cit., 3.3.49, introduc., p. 203, chap. 3. 

3 Op. cit., 3.3.48-49, pp. 202-203, chap. 3. 

4 Op. cit., 3.3.53, pp. 211-212, chap. 3. 

5 See the exception in the case of the nirapeksa bhaktas, under "Kinds of 
Bhaktas". 

6 G.B., 3.3.54, p. 217, chap. 3. 
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glance of the preceptor is absolutely necessary, for salvation depends 
upon the favour of the preceptor in imparting the means of reaching 
Brahman to the disciple.! 

But although the grace of guru is absolutely necessary, yet one 
must not fall into the mistake of supposing that it is all-sufficient, for 
supreme devotion to the Lord, Sravana, manana and the rest too are 
no less necessary.” 

Thus, Baladeva definitely rejects gurüpasatti—which consists 
in relying on the preceptor and preceptor alone—as an independent 
and self-sufficient sadhana. 

2. Worship of good and holy men as gods and the consequent 
grace of these Holy ones. If a man has the good fortune to obtain 
the grace of good and holy men, he obtains the grace of the Lord too.3 

3. Visiting sacred places and not abusing the worshippers of 
the Lord and so on.4 


Devotion, as we have seen, is generated by the knowledge of the 
supremely glorious attributes of the Lord.5 The following kinds of 
knowledge more specially help the rise and growth of devotion :— 


1. The knowledge that the Lord is possessed of inconceivable 
powers and is the substratum of all paradoxical and contradictory 
attributes,9 instead of detracting from His greatness, strengthens 
the love of the devotee towards Him, and the devotion for tho Lord 
is increased by such contemplation on His contradictory attributes.” 

2. The knowledge of the great contrast and difference between 
the Lord and the individual soul helps the rise of devotion. Devotion 
for the Lord becomes natural and easy when we contemplate the 
greatness of His nature and attributes and our own insignificance.8 

3. The knowledge that the Lord is the Inner self of all and not 
an external object, generates devotion for Him, for if He were as easily 
attainable as an external object like a jar and the rest, then there 
could have been no devotion for Him.? 


G.B., 3.3.44, p. 192, chap. 3. 

Op. cit., 2.2.45, p. 193, chap. 3. 

Op. cit., 3.3.51, pp. 206-208, chap. 3. P.R., 8th prameya, verse 1, p. 113. 
Op. cit., 3.3.51, pp. 206-207, chap. 3. 

See above. 6 See above. 
G.B., 3.2.13, p. 58, chap. 3. 

Op. cit., 3.2.22, p. 76, chap. 3. 

Op. cit., 3.2.23, introduc., p. 76, chap. 3. 
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4. The knowledge that the bliss of the Lord is the highest, 
naturally generates devotion for Him, for there could be no devotion, 
for one who is possessed of only limited and transitory bliss.! 

5. The knowledge that the Lord is the Highest Being is 
an essential cause of devotion for Him, for there can be no devotion 
for a Lord from whom there is a still higher.? 

6. The knowledge that the Lord, as all-pervading, is near the 
devotee, encourages devotion for Him, for if the Lord were not near, 
but a far-off Deity, the devotee would have naturally become 
discouraged and would have despaired of reaching Him, which would 
have resulted in a decrease of his devotion for Him.’ 

7. The knowledge that the Lord is the giver of fruits softens 
and encourages the devotee and helps the rise of devotion, for if the 
Lord did not give rewards of action, or gave inadequate rewards, He 
would have been considered as a cold, callous and unjust person, so 
that no devotion would have arisen for Him.4 


(b) Modes and kinds of bhakti. 


There are mainly nine modes of devotion :— 
1. Listening to the recitation of the name of the Lord. 
(Sravana.) 
Singing it to himself. (kirtana.) 
Remembering it always. (smarana.) 
Serving the Lord humbly. (pada-sevana.) 
Worshipping Him. (arcana.) 
Saluting Him. (vandana.) 
Treating Him as a Master. (dàsya.) 
Treating Him as a Friend. (sakhya.) 
Self-surrender. (àtma-nivedana.) 
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Every one of these nine modes has full efficacy and leads to 
salvation.5 


1 G.B., 3.2.32, introduc., p. 90, chap. 3. 

2 Op. cit., 3.2.37, introduc., p. 95, chap. 3. 
3 Op. cit., 3.2.38, introduc., 97, chap. 3. 

* Op. cit., 3.3.39, introduc., p. 100, chap. 3. 
& Op. cit., 3.3.32, pp. 164-165, chap. 3. 

Cf. Bhégavata-purana, 7.5.23 :— 


"Sravanam kirtanam Visnoh smaranam páda-sevanam, 
Arcanam dásyam vandanam sakhyam àtma-nivedanam."' 
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An objection may be raised here :— 


Devotion has been defined as immediate intuition or realisation.! 
But only one form of devotion—viz. meditation, may be said to be 
such an immediate intuition, while the other forms, viz. worship, 
muttering of prayers, etc., cannot be said to be so, because they involve 
activities of the body, speech and so on. 


The reply to this objection is as follows :— 


Devotion is the consciousness of the bliss-giving power of the 
Lord (hlàdini-$akti),?? i.e. it is the consciousness of intense joy. It 
leads the devotee to be united with the Lord through love. This 
being the case, even the physical activities of the devotee (who is 
united with the Lord), viz. his worship, etc., become sources of intense 
joy to Him, thence they also become immediate realisation of the 
Lord. That is, just as the body of the Lord, whose essence consists 
of pure bliss and intelligence is all-joy throughout, and every one of 
His limbs—His nails, His hair, etc.—is made up of bliss, so every 
activity of the devotee—physical or otherwise—is a direct perception 
of the Lord. And, we must not question how physical activities can 
be direct realisations, but we must accept it on the authority of 
Scripture.’ 


The attributes of the Lord, as we have seen, are of two kinds—viz. 
majestic and sweet. Now, corresponding to these two kinds, there 
are two different kinds of devotion, viz. vidhi-bhakti or devotion of 
fear and ruci-bhakti or devotion of love. The former is generated by 
the knowledge of His supreme might and majesty, the latter by that 
of His infinite beauty and sweetness and either of these leads to 
salvation.4 


The nine modes of devotion, mentioned above, may be brought 
under either of these two kinds, ie. there may be $ravana of the 
Lord as majestic or as sweet and so on. 


1 See above. 

3 G.B., 3.4.12, p. 247, chap. 3. “Hladini-sira-samavetasamvid-ripa 
bhaktih." SD.R., lst pada, p. 60. 

3 Op. cit., 3.4.12, p. 247, chap. 3. 

4 Op. cit., 3.2.9, introduc., pp. 156-158, chap. 3. 

For further accounts—see below for a detailed exposition, see SD.R., 
2nd pada, pp. 88-107. 

5 P.R., 8th prameya, verse 4, p. 121. 

*Navadhà& bhaktir vidhi-ruci-pürvà dvividhá bhavet ", etc. 
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(c) Kinds of updsand. 


The Lord, as we have seen, has an infinite number of forms, 
thence there is an infinite number of ways of meditating on Him, and 
these meditations are different from one another. Thus, the Lord 
may be meditated on as Krsna, Rama, Nrsimha, Naranarayana, Fish, 
Tortoise and so on.? 

The Svanistha devotees as we shall see,? try to meditate on all 
the forms of the Lord. But such a procedure is not to be encouraged 
for three main reasons, viz. first, because it is impossible, for none 
can possibly meditate on all the forms of the Lord, possessed as He 
is of infinite inconceivable forms; * secondly, because it involves an 
unnecessary distraction of thought and results in a general devotion 
for all form, but a deep devotion for none; thirdly, because it is 
unnecessary, since meditation on any one form is sufficient to lead to 
salvation.9 : 

Hence the correct procedure is the procedure of the ekāntin 
devotees, i.e. to choose one particular form only, and stick to that form 
throughout. And, this choice of one particular form is determined 
by one’s preceptor and the order of good men with whom one is 
brought up.? ; 

These nitya-püjàs, the sole object of which is the realisation of 
Brahman, differ from the kamya-pujas which aim at gaining, not 
Brahman, but some other particular fruit like fame or fortune, etc. 
With regard to these latter kinds of püjàs, one is at liberty to worship 
any form and change from one form to another as suits the case; 
e.g. the worshipper of the Nrsimha-form may worship other forms 
for obtaining particular ends. But the nitya-püjás must never be 
changed, as pointed out above but must remain the same and uniform 
throughout. Even when one who practices nitya-püjà is in need of 
some lower kamya objects, he must ask his own God for it, but never 
have recourse to the worship of any other form. 

There are two eternally perfect paths of meditation on the 
attributes of the Lord, viz. the path of vidhi-bhakti and the path of 


€———————————— dc 


G.B., 3.3.00, p. 225, chap. 3. 

Op. cit., 3.3, introduc., pp. 106-108, chap. 3. 

See below under “Kinds of Bhaktas". 

G.B., 3.3.9, p. 124, chap. 3. 

Op. cit., 3.3.8, p. 123, chap. 3. See below under “Kinds of Bhaktas". 
Op. cit., 3.3.01, p. 266, chap. 3. 

Op. cit. 8 Op. cit., 3.3.62, pp. 227-230, chap. 3. 
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ruci-bhakti. From the highest companions of the Lord—viz. the 
eternally freed souls, down to the lowest mortal on earth, everyone 
must follow either of these two paths, i.e. meditate on either God, 
the Majestic, or on God, the Sweet. And as either of these leads to 
salvation, the devotee is at perfect liberty to follow any of them.! 

But although both these ways of meditation lead to salvation, 
yet ruci-bhakti is superior to vidhi-bhakti, for the simple reason that 
the Lord being all love and all sweetness Himself, the devotion of 
love and sweetness is more pleasing to Him than the devotion of fear 
and majesty. Hence, the devotee following the path of ruci-bhakti 
by his steady and selfless devotion brings the Lord under his control, 
as it were; for when he, out of his infinite love for the Lord, surrenders 
and offers himself to Him, He in His turn, being pleased with him, 
gives Himself to him, manifests His own infinite sweetness to Him, 
and makes it possible for him to experience His sweetness fully. 
The Lord is, of course, conquered by any kind of devotion, yet devotees 
following the path of ruci-bhakti, conquer Him more easily and fully 
than the other kind. Hence ruci-bhakti is the highest of all kinds of 
devotion.? 

The Lord is to be meditated on as accompanied by Sri, His eternal 
consort.? 

Besides meditating on the various attributes of the Lord, the 
devotee should meditate on the various limbs of the Lord, accom- 
panied by appropriate gestures, i.e. on His smiling face, compassionate 
eyes, etc.4 

The different forms of meditation lead to different forms of 
realisation. "The universal rule is that as one meditates on the Lord, 
so he obtains or realises Him.5 Hence the devotee sees or realises 
the Lord as possessed of those attributes only, with which he has so 
long invested Him in his meditations, and not as possessed of other 
qualities. Thus, he who meditates on the Lord as Sweet and Beautiful 
sees Him as such in salvation; while he who meditates on Him as 
Mighty and Majestic sees Him as such.5 Hence, the visions of the 
Lord differ in accordance with the attitudes of the devotees, and the 


1 G.B., 3.3.29-30, pp. 158-160, chap. 3. l 
3 Op. cit., 3.3.31, pp. 161—162, chap. 3. 
SDR., 2nd pada, pp. 104-42. 
3 Op. cit., 3.3.42, p. 188, chap. 3. 
4 Op. cit., 3.3.03—68, pp. 230-232, chap. 3. 5 Cf. Chand., 3.14.1. 
6 Op. cit., 3.2.35-30, pp. 94-95, chap. 3; 3.3.56, p. 221, chap. 3. 
16 


242 DOCTRINES OF NIMBARKA AND HIS FOLLOWERS 


same Lord appears in different aspects to different devotees, just as 
the same light of a lamp appears different when it falls on different 
parts of a temple, viz. on a crystalline surface, or on a wall embedded 
with rubies, etc.; or just as the same air passing through different 
musical instruments, viz. flute, conch-shell, etc. produce different 
sounds.! There is thus a difference in the state of salvation owing to 
the difference of devotion,? i.e. a difference among the freed themselves 
owing to their different sentiments. 


(d) Kinds of bhaktas. 


There are, broadly, two kinds of devotees, viz. svanistha and 
eküntin. The latter are, again of two kinds—viz. pari-nistha and 
nirapeksa. The svanisthas are Universalists, i.e. they meditate on all 
forms of the Lord and always coalesce in their meditations all the 
attributes of the Lord, found in every form. But the ekantins, viz. 
the pari-nisthas and the nirapeksas, are exclusionists, i.e. they do not 
meditate on all forms of the Lord, although they know very well that 
the Lord has innumerable forms; but they choose one particular form 
only, and meditate on that alone. Thus, their love is not universal 4 
but limited, e.g. the exclusive worshipper of the Krsna-form does not 
combine, in his meditation, the form sacred to the worshipper of the 
Nrsimha-form, viz. the flowing mane, the gaping jaw, the terrible 
teeth and so on; just as the exclusive worshipper of the Nrsimha-form 
does not meditate on the lute and cane of Krsna, nor on His 
beauty and sweetness, so dear to the devotee of Krsna.5 But the 
svanisthas meditate on these different attributes of the different forms, 


1 G.B., 3.3.52, p. 209, chap. 3; 3.2.35, p. 94, chap. 3. 
2 Op. cit., 3.3.52, p. 209, chap. 3. 
8 P.R., 6th prameya, verse 3, p. 106. 
“Santadya rati-paryyantà ye bhavah pafica kirtitah 
Tair devam smaratém pumsám táratamyam mitho matam.” 


The five sentiments are the five degrees of devotion, each a little higher 
than the preceding one: (1) Santa or tranquil meditation on the Lord ( Srikrsna- 
nistha-buddhivrttita) ; (2) Dasya, or active service of the Lord (sevà); (3) Sakhya, 
or a feeling of personal friendship with the Lord (nibsambhramatà); (4) Vatsalya, 
or filial affection for the Lord (sneha); and (5) Madhuryya or feeling of sweetness 
the highest stage of emotional development (ruci-bhakti) (asaiga-saiga-dinena 
sukhotpadanam). Vide “Prabhā” tikà on P.R., p. 106. 

Cf. Harivyüsadeva above. 

* G.B., 3.3, introduc., pp. 108-109, chap. 3. 

5 Op. ci., 3.3.8, p. 122, chap. 3. 
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in a succession of time, just as one sees different hues in the prism at 
different times.! 

The ekàntin is superior to the svanistha, because his devotion, 
being exclusive, is deeper and more absorbing, and as such higher 
than that of the Svanistha. The ekàntin thus has a deep, one-pointed 
love and devotion for ohe particular form, while the svanistha has a 
general love for all forms, but a deep love for none.? 

The respective duties of the three classes of devotees are as 
follows :— 


l. The svanisthas belong to the order of householders. They 
faithfully discharge the duties incumbent on their own castes and 
stages of life with a view to attaining vidya 3 since in their case, the 
rise of vidy&à depends on two sets of qualifications, viz. physical or 
external, such as, the performance of sacrifices, the practice of 
charity, penance, etc.; and moral or internal, such as, self-control, 
dispassion, endurance, etc.4 


But when the svanisthas, thus obtain vidyà through the proper 
performance of the duties incumbent on their castes and stages of life, 
they do not give up karma, but go on performing them in order to 
increase the already obtained vidyà.5 The second object, which leads 
them to perform karmas even after the origin of vidyà, is their desire to 
go to heaven and experience its varieties. But these karmas of the 
enlightened svanisthas are not to be confused with the ordinary 
kàmya-karmas of ordinary men, for the Svanisthas do not wish to 
enjoy heavenly pleasures, etc., but their going to heaven and experienc- 
ing its varieties are also to serve the Lord and study the works of the 
Lord as found there. The Svanisthas really go to the Lord, and it is 
only as an incident that they go to heaven, and see its objects. Heaven, 
thus, is no more than a halting stage in their continuous progress 
towards the world of Brahman. Just as a man, while going to a village, 


1 G.B., 3.3, introduc., p. 108, chap. 3; 3.3.7, p. 121, ohap. 3. 

2 Op. cit., 3.3.8, 9, pp. 123-124, chap. 3. 

“Svanistha-bhakter ekanti-bhaktir gādhā-veśād valiyasi," 3.3.8, p. 123; 
3.3.61. 

3 Op. cit., 1.1.1, p. 25, chap. 1; 3.4, introduc., p. 234, chap. 3. For the defi- 
nition of *vidy&"', see above. 

4 Op. cit., 3.4.20-27, pp. 263-267, chap. 3. 

5 Op. cit., 3.4.32-33, p. 271, chap. 3. 

6 Op. cit., 3.4, introduc., p. 234, chap. 3; 3.4.33, pp. 271-272, chap. 3. 
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may casually touch the grass on the roadside, so the svanisthas, 
incidentally experience the joys of heaven, while going to the Lord.! 

Thus, two factors co-operate in leading the svanisthas to heaven, 
viz.: (a) the merit of the works performed by them after the rise of 
vidya, and (b) the works which have already begun to bear fruits 
before the rise of vidya. Leaving these two sorts of works, vidya 
burns up all other karmas of the svanisthas.? 

The fact is that the power of vidya being supreme, vidya can 
burn to ashes all works whatsoever, even those which have begun to 
bear fruits, but does not do so in deference to the will of the Lord. 
The Lord wishes that the enlightened devotee should continue his 
earthly existence a little longer, so that he may be a living example to 
mankind, and spread His glory in the world. Hence, the devotee, 
who has harmonised his will to the will of the Lord, allows his prarabdha 
karmas to go on producing effects. That is, he allows vidya to singe 
his prarabdha karmas, but not to reduce them to ashes. His prárabdha 
karmas are just like a piece of half-burnt cloth, which retains its 
texture and looks like a piece of cloth, but which falls to pieces at the 
slightest touch. Dressed in such prárabdha karmas, the devotee goes 
on carrying on his duties in accordance with the will of the Lord.’ 

2. The parinisthas too belong tothe order of householders and they 
too perform, with equal faith and zeal all the duties incumbent on 
their castes and stages of life but not with a view to going to heaven in 
order to see the wonderful works of the Lord there, but simply for the 
sake of society and the good of humanity, i.e. for setting examples 
before others to follow. 

Besides the duties mentioned above, the parinisthas have to 
perform the bhagavata-dharmas or duties of meditation, etc., out of 
love for the Lord.$ 

Of these two classes of duties, the bhagavata-dharmas are by far 
the more important ones for the parinisthas. Their primary duty is 
to worship the Lord and this they can never omit. The other kinds 
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1 G.B., 3.4.33, pp. 272-273, chap. 3. 

3 Op. cit., 3.4.33, pp. 272-273, chap. 3. 

3 Op. cit., 3.4.10, pp. 251-252, chap. 3; 3.4.52, p. 304, chap. 3; 4.1.15, 
pp. 21.22, chap. 4. 

Note the exception in the case of the nirapeksas. 

4 G.B., 1.1.1, p. 25, chap. 1; 3.4, introduc., p. 234, chap. 3; 3.4.34, introduc., 
p. 274, chap. 3. 

5 Op. cit., 3.4.84, introduc., p. 274, chap. 3. 
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of duties, on the other hand, are to be performed by them in their 
leisure moments after they have duly performed their bhagavata- 
dharmas, and may even be altogether omitted. And this omission of 
these duties does not incur any sin on their part, since it is not due to 
any voluntary neglect of duty, but only to their being absorbed in the 
worship, etc., of the Lord.! 

3. The nirapeksas (such as Gargi) do not belong to the order of 
householders, or to any order, but are sanyàsins or hermits. These 
dispassionate sages are ever immersed in meditation, uninfluenced by 
anything else and totally indifferent to worldly life.? They are not 
required to perform any duties incumbent on castes, etc., to gain vidya 
because owing to their proper performance of all the duties like truth, 
austerity, prayer and the rest, they are born in this life with their minds 
already purified and fit for vidyà. The sense is: A man who has duly 
discharged the prescribed duties in his previous life dies before the 
actual origin of vidya. Hence, in his next birth, his mind is already 
fit for vidya and he is able to obtain full and perfect vidya by simply 
coming into contact with holy men. Thus, the company of the good 
is all that is required for the rise of vidya in the case of the nirapeksas.3 

The nirapeksas, belonging to no stage of life, are superior to the 
svanisthas and the parinisthas, belonging to the stage of householders, 
for the condition of a non-householder is a better means of acquiring 
vidya, and the nirapeksas are devoted to the Lord, heart and soul, 
with no other distraction.‘ 

The nirapeksas are never in danger of falling off from their state 
of devotion and meditation, and be attracted by the life of a house- 
holder, because their senses are completely devoted to the Lord alone, 
so much so that they never feel attracted to anything else, and also 
because all desires are completely destroyed in them, except the desire 
for the Lord.5 They’desire only to worship the Lord, and faith is the 
only enjoyment they crave for just as a hungry man craves for food.? 

Although the nirapeksas perform no karmas, as the svanisthas 
do, yet vidyà by itself carries them to heaven for two purposes—viz. 
first, for posting whether they have a true vairagya or disinterested 


1 G.B., 3.4.34. 35, pp. 274-276, chap. 3; 3.4.22, pp. 258-259, chap. 3. 
? Op. cit., 3.4.38-39, pp. 280—282, chap. 3. 

3 Op. cù., 3.4.38-39, pp. 280—282, chap. 3. 

* Op. cit., 3.4.39, p. 281, chap. 3. 

5 Op. cit., 3.4.40, pp. 283-284, chap. 3. 

6 Op. cit., 3.4.42, p. 286, chap. 3. 


246 DOCTRINES OF NIMBARKA AND HIS FOLLOWERS 


spirit, or are fascinated by heavenly delights; and secondly, for pro- 
claiming to all the inhabitants of heaven their unselfish love and 
devotion.! The nirapeksas never desire for heavenly enjoyments, 
nor even the offices of world-rulers like Indra and the rest.? 

The nirapeksas are special favourites of the Lord. Through the 
special grace of the Lord, they obtain vidya at once simply through 
sat-sanga,8 and through the grace of the Lord, they, though in the 
midst of the distractions of the world are yet outside its entanglements. 
Further, they have to undergo no anxieties for their worldly wants, 
because the Lord Himself supplies their every want.5 

It has been pointed out above that the prarabdha-karmas of the 
enlightened devotees continue to produce effects through the wish of 
the Lord, in order that they may teach mankind. But an exception 
is made in the case of some Nirapeksas who become free as soon as they 
obtain vidyà, without having to undergo the consequences of their 
prárabdha-karmas.9 "Through the will of the Lord, who is impatient 
of their delay in coming to Him, yet wishes to uphold the strict principle 
of justice that the fruits of karmas must be always experienced, the 
good and bad prarabdha-karmas of those nirapeksas go to their friends 
and foes respectively who experience their consequences.’ 

When the nirapeksas thus obtain vidyà they discard their gross 
and subtle bodies and get a divine body called ‘“‘prasida-vapus”’ by 
means of which they enjoy all pleasures along with the Lord.8 

As a special concession to the nirapeksas, the Lord Himself comes 
down to fetch them to Him, being impatient of delay, and does not 
leave the task to the troop of conducting divinities of light, day and 
the rest, as He does in the case of other devotees.? 

Now, if we compare Baladeva's theory of sádhanas with that of 
Nimbàrka, we find that both agree in holding that karma is but an 
indirect means to salvation, assisting only the rise of knowledge, but 
not directly bringing about its fruit, viz. salvation. They also agree 
in holding that knowledge and devotion mutually involve each other: 


Mea a ee e M — a a eee i 


a 
1 G.B., 3.4.33, p. 273, chap. 3. 
3 Op. cit., 3.4.41, p. 285, chap. 3. 9 Op. cit., 3.4.38, p. 280, chap. 3. 
* Op. cit., 3.4.43, pp. 287-288, chap. 3. 
5 Op. cit., 3.4.44, pp. 289-290, chap. 3. 
6 Op. cit., 4.1.17, introduc., pp. 26-26, chap. 4; 4.1.17, pp. 26-28, chap. 4. 
? Op. cit., 4.1.17-18, pp. 27-29, chap. 4. 
8 Op. cit., 4.1.19, p. 30, chap. 4. 
9 Op. cit., 4.3.16, pp. 80.81, chap. 4. 


NIMBARKA AND BALADEVA 247 


the former leads to the latter, devotion is not blind, but based on 
knowledge. Further, Baladeva agrees with Nimbàrka in taking self 
'surrender too to be an independent sadhana, although he does not 
consider it in details and regards it as & mode of devotion. But 
unlike Nimbarka, he rejects, as we have seen 2 surrender to a preceptor 
as an independent means, for he expressly points out that although 
devotion to the preceptor and the consequent grace of the guru are 
absolutely necessary elements in salvation, yet they are never the sole 
elements. Devotion to the Lord and one's own efforts consisting in 
éravana, manana and the rest too are absolutely necessary,—devotion 
to the preceptor cannot by itself lead to salvation. 

According to Nimbarka, each of the Upanisadic vidyàs, viz. 
Sandilya-vidya, Madhu-vidyà, Dahara-vidyà and the rest leads to 
salvation, but Baladeva does not mention any of these vidyàs, but 
emphasises, instead, meditations on the different forms of the Lord, 
regarding which Nimbàrka is silent. 

Further, although Nimbarka holds that the Lord has two different 
aspects, viz. majestic and sweet, yet he does not speak of the two 
separate kinds of meditations on the Lord as the majestic and the 
Lord as the sweet, as Baladeva so emphatically and repeatedly does. 

Although Baladeva holds that meditation on any form leads to 
salvation, yet he thinks that the Krsna-form is the best of all, since 
Krsna is the most perfect form of the Lord, and the Lord, he points 
out, is to be meditated on as accompanied by Sri (who in her highest 
manifestation is Rádhà). Here Baladeva agrees with Nimbàrka, who 
also recommends the joint worship of Radha-Krsna as the best form of 
worship. 

Both Nimbarka and Baladeva emphasise madhuryya-pradhana 
bhakti, i.e. a sweet and most intimate relation of love between the 
Lord and His devotees, and not a mere relation of awe. 

While Baladeva takes the order of a non-householder (anaéramin) 
to be higher than that of householders (àéramins) and takes the non- 
householders (nirapeksas) to be special favourites of the Lord, 
Nimbarka is of a different opinion, viz. that everyone should belong 
to one or other of the stages of life, otherwise one cannot be entitled 
‘to Brahma-vidya. 


1 See above ‘“Atma-nivedana” or self-surrender to the Lord is regarded 
as one of the nine modes of devotion and as leading to release by itself. 
2 See above. 
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Another peculiar point in Baladeva’s system is that vidya is 
taken to be capable of burning up all karmas, even those which have 
begun to bear fruits. But other commentators agree in holding that ' 
vidyà cannot destroy these prárabdha-karmas—which can be destroyed 
by retributive experience alone. Even the Advaitins are forced to 
admit it, although it has made their view open to much criticism—viz. 
how can the effect (viz. the body—the product of karmas) persist 
even when its cause (viz. ajfiàna) is removed. 

Nimbarka does notspeak of the three kinds of devotees—Svanistha, 
etc., as Baladeva does. 


(8) Rituals.i 


The devotee must be purified by the Pafica-samskaras—which are 
exactly similar to those admitted by the school of Nimbàrka.? 

The devotee should live in places like Mathurà and the rest. He 
should fast on the Lord's Day, on the eleventh day of the moon 
(ekadasi). Ifit does not commence on the break of dawn (arunodaya), 
he should observe it on the next day. Similarly, he should observe the 
birthday festival of the Lord on the eighth day of the moon 
(Janmástaml), but if the eighth day of the moon does not commence 
with sunrise (süryyodaya) he should observe it on the next day. 

Finally, the devotee should avoid with care the ten sorts of blas- 
phemy or Néma-aparadha, viz.:— 

1. Censuring holy men. 

2. Meditating on other deities like Siva and the rest as indepen- 
dent deities, i.e. uttering their names in presence of 
Visnu. 

3. Showing contempt for one’s preceptor or for other persons 
fit to be revered. 

4. Speaking ill of Scripture and other works which are in 
conformity with it. 

5. Disbelieving the efficacy of the sacred Name of the Lord 
in removing all sins. 

6. Trying to explain the scriptural statements regarding the 
efficacy of the sacred Name by other methods, i.e. as 
mere eulogy. 


——————————ÁX—"'""""—————— 


1 P.R., 8th prameya, verses 1-8, pp. 117—125. 
3 For details, see “Prabha” tikà on P.R., p. 122. See below under 
“ Ritualistic Doctrine of the School of Nimbarka ”. 
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7. Wilful commission of sins on the idea that the mere 
utterance of the sacred Name afterwards will be able to 
wash them off. 

8. Thinking that any other good work, such as charity, etc., 
can be equal to the utterance of the Sacred Name. 

9. Teaching the Name to a disbeliever. 

10. Not loving the Name, even after hearing its glory. 

Now, if we compare this doctrine with the ritualistic doctrine of 
the school of Nimbarka, we find that there is not much difference 
between the two. However, so far as the determination of the tithis 
for the observance of religious vows and festivals goes, Baladeva says, 
as we have seen if the ekadasi-tithi does not begin with the break of 
dawn (arunodaya) one should not observe the ekdédasi-vrata on that 
day, but onthe nextday. But according to the followers of Nimbarka, 
if the tithi does not begin with midnight, one should observe the vow 
the next day. Again, according to Baladeva, if the astami-tithi does 
not begin with sunrise, one should not observe the Janmástami-vrata 
on that day, but according to the followers of Nimbarka, if the tithi 
does not begin with midnight, one should, as before, perform the 
Janmastami on the next day.! 


(9) Conclusion. 


Thus, we find that from the point of view of philosophy, the main 
difference between Nimbarka and Baladeva lies in their conceptions of 
the reconcilableness or otherwise of difference and non-difference. 
While the system of Nimbàrka is more philosophical, that of Baladeva 
is more religious. From the point of view of religion, however, there is 
not much difference between them, except the sectarian ones, since 
both are infused with the same spirit of emotion, ecstasy and intimate 
association between the Lord and the individual soul. 


V. RÉSUMÉ. 


(i) PorNTS OF DISSIMILARITY BETWEEN NIMBARKA AND 
RAMANUJA. 
Ràmànuja. Nimbarka. 

(1) The Highest Reality is Visnu. The Highest Reality is Krsna, 
No mention of Krsna and accompanied by Radha. 
Radha. . 

1 See below under “Some of the religious observances and festivals of the 
sect of Nimbarka”’. 
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Rdmanuja. ^ Nimbarka. 

(2) The sentient souls are attri- They are powers of the Lord, 
butes or modes of the and not His attributes. 
Lord. 

(3) The non-sentient substance is The non-sentient substance is a 
an attribute or mode of the power of the Lord, and not 
Lord. His attribute. 

(4) Difference qualifies non- Difference and  non-difference 
difference and is as such are precisely on the same 
subordinate to it. More level, none being subordinate 
emphasis on the principle totheother. Equalemphasis 
of identity. on both the principles. 

(5 Bhakti means continuous It means intense love. 
meditation. 

(0) The relation between God and The relation between them is an 
man is & distant relation intimate relation of love. 
of reverence. 

(7) More intellectual. . More religious. 


Points of similarity between Nimbarka and Ramanuja. 


(1) Brahman is a personal God, endowed with infinite auspicious 
attributes and powers and free from all defects, the one identical 
material and efficient cause of the universe. 

(2) The souls are knowledge by nature, knowers, doers, enjoyers, 
atomic, innumerable, dependent and real in bondage as in 
release. 

(3) The non-sentient substance is of three kinds, matter, pure matter 
and time; and is real and dependent on the Lord. 

(4) Difference and non-difference are both real. 

(b) Meditation, based on knowledge and accompanied by proper 
actions, is the means to salvation. 

(6) Salvation is the full development of the nature of the individual 
soul, and its attaining similarity with the Lord. There is no 
jivan-mukti. 

(7) The grace of the Lord is an essential condition of salvation. 
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(ii) PoINTS OF DISSIMILARITY BETWEEN NIMBARKA AND BHASKARA. 


Bhaskara. Nimbarka. 
(1) The Highest Reality is The Highest Reality is Krsna, a 
Brahman or Iévara, not a personal God of love and 
personal God of love and grace, accompanied by Radha. 


grace. No consdrt of 
Brahman mentioned. 


(2) Emphasises the formless non- Does not admit of such a 
different causal state of purely non-different form of 
Brahman,—with no inter- Brahman, who has always 
nal differences even,—over internal differences. 


and above His effected 
state as having a form and 
different-non-different 
from the universe. 


(3) Does not speak of incarna- Accepts incarnations and 
tions and rejects the vyühas. 
vyühas. 

(4) The soul is different-non- The soul is always different- 
different from Brahman non-different from Brahman, 
during mundane state, but in salvation too. 


non-different from Him 
during salvation. 
(5) The soul’s state of being an It is natural and everlasting. 
agent, an enjoyer and 
atomic are not natural and 
everlasting, but due to 
limiting adjuncts and tem- 
porary. 
(6) Does not speak of the Does so. 
^ aprakrta and time as spe- 
cies of the non-sentient 


substance. 
(7) The world is different-non- The world is always different— 
different from Brahman non-different from Brahman. 


during creation, but non- 
different from Him during 
dissolution. i 
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Bhaskara. Nimbarka. 
(8) Difference is due to limiting Difference and non-difference 
adjunct, non-difference is are equally natural. 
natural. 
(9) Action is a direct means to It is but an indirect means to 
salvation. salvation. 


(10) No grace of the Lord is re- Grace of the Lord is an essential 
quired for salvation. pre-requisite of salvation. 


(11) No place for a relation of Emphasises such a relation. 
love and companionship. 


(12) Salvation means the absolute The soul retains its individuality 
absorption of the soul in even in salvation. 
Brahman. 

(13) Admits two kinds of salva- Admits one kind of salvation, 
tion, viz. immediate and viz. immediate. 
gradual. 


Points of similarity between Nimbdrka and Bháskara. 


(1) Brahman is endowed with attributes and powers and is the one 
identical material and efficient cause of the universe. 


(2) The souls and matter are the effects, parts and powers of the 
Lord, and are real and eternal. 


(3) They are different-non-different from the Lord (during mundane 
existence). 


(4) Both difference and non-difference are real (during mundane 
existence). 


(5) Knowledge and meditation are direct means to salvation. 


(6) Salvation is a posite acquisition, a positive state of bliss; and 


there is no jivan-mukti. . 
S 


(iii) POINTS OF DISSIMILARITY BETWEEN NIMBARKA AND SRIKANTHA, 


Srikantha. Nimbarka. 
(1) The Highest Reality is Siva, The Highest Reality is Krsna. 
accompanied by Uma. accompanied by Radha. 


(2) Visnu is subordinate to Siva. Not so. 
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Srikantha. 

(3) Does not speak of incarna- 
tions and rejects the 
vyühas. 

(4) The souls and the world are 
attributes of the Lord. 


(5) The freed soul is not under 
the control of the Lord. 


(6) Does not speak of the apra- 
krta and time as species 
of the non-sentient sub- 
stance. l 


(7) Non-difference and difference 
are both real, yet difference 
qualifies non-difference 

and is as such subordinate 
to it. 


(8) There are two kinds of salva- 
tion, viz. immediate and 
gradual. 


(9) Emphasises a relation of 
awe and reverence between 
God and man. 


(10) Does not recognise prapatti 
and gurūpasatti as inde- 
pendent sádhanas. 


(11) Recommends meditation on 
Nārāyaņa as the material 
cause. ` 


Nimbarka. 


Accepts incarnations and 


vyühas. 


They are powers and not 
attributes of the Lord. 


The soul is ever under the con- 
trol of the Lord, even when 
freed. 


Does so. 


Difference and non-difference 
are both real and on the 
same level. 


There is one kind of salvation, 
viz. immediate. 


Emphasises a relation of love 
and companionship. 


Does so. 


Does not do so. 


Points of similarity between Nimbarka and Srikantha. 


(1) Brahman, a personal God, is endowed with all auspicious attributes 
and powers, and free from all faults, and is the one identical 
material and efficient cause of the Universe. 


(2) The souls are knowledge by nature, knowers, agents, enjoyers, 
atomic and innumerable and real in bondage as in release. 
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(3) The non-sentient substance is real and dependent on the Lord. 

(4) Difference and non-difference are both real. 

(5) Salvation implies the full development of the real nature of the 
soul and its attaining similarity with the Lord. There is no 
jivan-mukti. 

(6) Action is an indirect means to salvation, while meditation based 
on knowledge is the direct means. 

(7) The grace of the Lord is an essential pre-requisite of salvation. 


(iv) PoINTS OF DISSIMILARITY BETWEEN NIMBARKA AND BALADEVA. 
Baladeva. Nimbarka. 


(1) The Lord is identical with His Not so. 
attributes, body and city. 


(2) The Lord has no internal The Lord has always internal 


differences. differences. 

(3) Does not speak of the aprà- Admits the aprükrta and not 
krta as a species of the karma to be a species of the 
non-sentient, but substi- non-sentient. 
tutes karma. 

(4) Difference and non-difference They are both real and reconcil- 
are real yet irreconcilable. able. 

(5) Gurüpasatti is not an in- It is so. 


dependent sadhana. 


(6) The order of an an&áramin is The order of an à6ramin is the 
higher than that of an best of all. 
asramin. 

(7) Vidyà can destroy even ‘It cannot do so. 
prarabdha-karmas. 


(8) Does not speak of the medi- Does so. 
tations mentioned in the 
Upanigads as means to 
salvation. 

(9) Speaks of two distinct kinds Does not do so. 
of meditations—viz. me- 
ditation on God, the Sweet 
and God, the Majestic. 
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Baladeva. Nimbarka. 
(10) Speaks of three classes of Does not do so. 
disciples, viz. svanistha, 
parinistha and nirapeksa. 


(11) More religious. e More intellectual. 


Points of similarity between Nimbarka and Baladeva. 


(1) Brahman is Krsna, accompanied by Radha, and endowed with 
all auspicious qualities and free from all defects. He is the 
one identical material and efficient cause of the Universe and 
manifests Himself in incarnations and vyühas. 

(2) The souls are knowledge by nature, knowers, agents, innumerable, 
atomic, dependent and real in bondage and release. 

(3) The world is real and dependent on the Lord. 

(4) Time is an eternal non-sentient substance. 

(5) Salvation means the full development of the real nature of the 
soul and its attaining similarity with the Lord. There is no 
jivan-mukti. 

(6) Action is an indirect means to salvation, while meditation, 
based on knowledge, is the direct means. 

(7) Self-surrender to the Lord is a direct means to salvation. 

(8) A most intimate relation of love and companionship between 
God and man is emphasised. 

(9) The grace of the Lord is an essential factor in salvation. - 

(10) Ritualistic doctrine similar on the whole. 


VI. RITUALISTIC DOCTRINE OF THE SCHOOL OF 
NIMBARKA. 


(1) INITIATION TO THE MANTRA OF THE Lorp (DIKSA), ETC. 


A Vaisnava! must be initiated by his preceptor to the mantra 
of his sect. There are two kinds of Vaisnavas, viz. simpradayikas and 
as&mpra&d&yikas. The former learn the great truth, taught by the 
Lord Himself, directly from a pious and learned preceptor, who in his 


1 For the marks of a Vaisnava, see Sv.S., llth taranga, pp. 117ff. See 
below. 
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turn, has learnt it from a previous preceptor and soon. The latter do 
not have recourse to a preceptor and therefore, do not learn the truth 
direct but simply imitate the manners and customs of the former kinds 
of Vaisnavas. Evidently, the former are far superior to the latter, 
and they alone get the fruit, viz. salvation. Hence, everyone who 
desires to attain salvation should approach a preceptor and be properly 
initiated by him.! 

He must be initiated to the Visnu-mantra, and not to the mantra 
of Brahma, Siva, or any other deity, for Visnu-mantra is the best and 
the only efficacious one.? 

Now, there are various kinds of Visnu-mantras, of which the 
Gopala-mantra of eighteen syllables? is the best. Hence the devotee 
should be first initiated by Mukundagarana-mantra and then by the 
Gopala-mantra of eighteen syllables.5 

Men of four castes are to be initiated to the Gopàla-mantra 
without distinction, although a Sidra and a woman are entitled only 
to a curtailed mantra of the Lord consisting of ten syllables.9 

The devotee should approach his preceptor for initiation in the 
following manner :— 

Having first properly performed his daily duties, such as 
samdhyà," meditation and so on, he should prepare the pafica-gavyas 
or a mixture of the five products of the cow, viz. milk, sour milk, butter, 
the liquid and the solid excreta. He should first of all put some 
liquid excreta of the cow in a pot, reciting the Gayatri-mantra; with 
the recitation of prescribed mantras successively put in it some solid 
excreta of the cow, milk, sour milk and butter and finally the washings 
of the kuáa-grass; mix them all and .drink the mixture with the 
utterance of ‘Om’. This will purify him and destroy his sins.® 

Next, he is to put on a new sacred thread.® He should first wash 
the threads in clean water, then rinse his mouth, practise breath- 
exercises and make the resolve to wear a new thread in order that he 
may be entitled to the performance of works enjoined in Scripture. 
After that he should take the threads in his hands, recite the Gàyatri- 

1 D.P., pp. 7-8. 2 Op. cit., p. 7. 

3 Viz. “Klim Krsnàyae  Govindàya Gopijana.vallabhàya svaha”. See 
K.D., 2nd patala, pp. 32-55. 

4 K.D., 2nd petala, pp. 32ff.; D.P., pp. 14-15; Sv.S., 3rd taranga, pp. 14ff. 

5 D.P., pp. 15, 27. 9 Op. cit., K.D., lst patala, p. 3. 

7 Seo below. under “Practical mode of worshipping the Lord the idol". 

8 D.P., pp. 16-18. ® Of course, excluding a éidra or a woman. 
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mantra over them ten times, hold them separately in his right hand 
with the utterance of two mantras and put them on one by one, 
rinsing his mouth each time and reciting the Gayatri-mantra as best 
as he can. The old threads are to be taken out with the recitation of 
mantras, placed on a clean spot for the time being and thrown into a 
river afterwards.! 

Purified thus by the proper performance of the daily duties, by 
the drinking of the Pajica-gavyas and by the putting on of a new 
sacred thread, the devotee should now approach a preceptor, and be 
initiated by him to the holy mantra of the Lord. The successive 
stages of the process of initiation, viz. goptrtva-varana, àtmasàát- 
karana, etc., have already been considered in details.? 

A Vaisnava has two-fold marks, viz. internal and external. His 
internal marks are dhyana or meditation, bhakti or devotion and 
yajfia or performance of sacrifices, preceded by his initiation to the 
Gopala-mantra,? as pointed out above. Meditation and devotion 
have been already considered. So only the third remains to be 
considered. 

There are five kinds of yajíias or sacrifices, viz. àtma-yajfia, 
japa-yajtia, dravya-yajiia, jfiána-yajfia and yoga-yajfia.5 

l. The method of performing the atma-yajiia is as follows: 
Having risen early in the morning, washed his hands and feet, rinsed 
his mouth and bowed down to his preceptors, the devotee should 
eulogise the Lord and recite appropriate mantras, and afterwards 
renounce his own self and everything belonging to himself to the 
Lord, choosing Him as His Master, Father, Husband, Friend and 
All, and asking Him to make him His own absolutely. The rule is 
that one belonging to the first three classes should renounce and 
dedicate one's self to the Lord with the utterance of the three mantras, 
viz. “Om. I am he”, the Mukunda-mantras stated in the Pafica-ràtra 
and the mantra taught by Srinivasa, viz. “All is yours, nothing is mine. 
Svaha”’; while one belonging to the fourth caste is,to renounce one’s 
self by reciting two mantras only. 

1 D.P., pp. 21-22. 

2 Op. cii., pp. 22ff. See above under Guripasatti. For the month suitable 
of the dikga, see Sv.S., 3rd taranga, pp. 8ff. 

3 Op. cit., p. 1. 

4 See above in Loco. 

5 S.R., pp. 111-114. Also, D.P., pp. 2-3. 

* Op. cit., p. 112. We are not told which two mantras. 

17 


258 DOOTRINES OF NIMBARKA AND HIS FOLLOWERS 


(2) The japa-yajiia is prescribed thus: The devotee should bathe 
in the river, offer oblations of water to the Lord; on his return, wash 
his hands and feet, place a seat as enjoined and sit down on it. Then 
he should make obeisance to the successive spiritual teachers; meditate 
on the Lord the Mantra-mürti Sabda-Brahman, who though one, yet 
appears as having parts through sound, just as the one air assumes 
five-fold forms in every man; and pray to Him as his Saviour. Next 
he should worship the Lord mentally ‘with five Upacaras, or 
ingredients ! and externally place the Idol on the throne and worship 
it with pàdya,? arghya 3 and so on; practice breath-exercises; recite 
the mantra of eighteen syllables; and perform japa or mutter mantras 
as best as he can. After the Japa, he should once more make obeisance 
to the previous teachers of the sect, rinse his mouth, bow down to the 
Mantra-mürti, place Him in his heart, place the external Idol in the 
basket and finish. 

(3) Dravya-yajfia means worshipping the Lord by means of 
various kinds of dravyas or upacáras, i.e. ingredients such as flower, 
sandal-paste, lamp perfume, ornaments and so on, in accordance with 
Scripture and the practice of the sect.4 

(4) Jfiána-yajfía means discussing the meaning of texts like 
“Thou art that”, etc. as stated by the teachers of the sect, and 
studying and teaching the Upanisads, the Brahma-sitras, the 
Bhagavad-gità and the rest. 

(5) Yoga-yajfia means controlling the mind by means of breath- 
exercises meditating on the Lord and His qualities. 

The proper performance of any one of these five kinds of yajñas 
leads one to release. Hence the followers of the sect should daily 
perform one or two or three or all of them, just as they perform 
samdhyā 5 and the rest. Although those who perform the Atma- 
yajiia, have no more duties to perform, since they have had complete 
resort to the Lord, yet they should perform other kinds of yajíias too 
in order to teach mankind and obey the mandates of their sect. 

So far for the internal marks of a Vaisnava. The external marks 
of a Vaigsnava consist in putting on a garland of tulasi-beads, stamping 


1 Viz. sandal-paste, flowers, incense, lamp and offering of food, etc. 
D.P., introduc., p. 2. 

2 i.e. water for the washing of feet. 3 i.e. offering of food, etc. 

* See below under “Practical mode of worshipping the Lord: the idol”. 

5 Op. cit., for details. 
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the marks of oonch-shell, disc, etc. on the body and putting on the 
caste-mark or tilak on the forehead. No vaisnava should omit to put 
on a garland of tulasi-beads which purifies his whole being and destroys 
all his sins. It should be put on over the sacred thread at all times 
and under every circumstance.! It should not be taken out even 
when one is answering the call of nature, or bathing or eating. He 
who bathes with the garland of tulsi-beads on his neck gets all the 
fruits of bathing in holy rivers, even though he may be bathing 
in an ordinary pond; and he who eats with this garland hanging 
on his neck gets all the fruits of an ASva-medha sacrifice.” 

The garland of tulasi-beads is to be first consecrated by the 
pafica-gavyas, and offered to the Lord with flowers and perfume, 
and then worn on the neck.* The process of purifying the garland 5 
is as follows: First the garland is to be thoroughly washed with the 
pafica-gavyas, mixed with the washings of the kusa-grass. After that it 
is to be placed on an Aévattha-leaf, and fifty letters, beginning with 
om, hrim, am, ām, etc. are to be mentally appropriated 9 to it; and 
is to be besmeared with sandal-paste, and perfumed with incense 
together with the recitation of proper mantras. Further every bead 
of the garland too is to be consecrated with mantras. Finally the 
garland should be worshipped with five ingredients 7 and the devotee 
is to meditate on the Lord, mutter the mantra learnt from his pre- 
ceptor, perform breath-exercise and place the garland on his head.8 

The last two, viz. putting the signs of conch-shell, etc. and putting 
the tilaka are considered below in connection with the pajica- 
samskaras. 

The panca-samskaras or the five-fold purificatory ceremonies which 
make one fit for the service, etc. of the Lord are—tapa, pundra, nama, 
mantra, and yàga.? 

(1) Tapa means putting on the marks of Visnu's conch-shell, disc, 
club, and lotus on the body, either branding them on the skin with red- 
hot iron, or stamping them with gopi-candana or white clay.!9 The 
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Viz. sandal-paste, etc. See above, footnote 1, p. 258. 8 D.P., pp. 18-19. 
Sv.S., 3rd taranga, p. 24; S.R., p. 140; G.M., p. 34. 

10 Gopt-candana is a species of white clay said to be brought from Dvaraka. 
Vide Svadhar. MS., Fol. 1; Sv.S., 3rd taranga, pp. 31-32; S.R., p. 141; G.M., p. 35. 


1 D.P., pp. 46ff.; Sv.S., 3rd taranga, pp. 40ff. 

2 Sv.S., 3rd taranga, pp. 40—43. 3 See above. 
4 Op. cit., 3rd taranga, p. 43. 

6 Màlà-samskàra-vidhi. 9 Nyáàsa. 

7 
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former is called ‘tapta-mudra’, the latter ‘4itala-mudra’. The former 
is to be adopted in four places, viz. Naimisa, Mathura, Dvaravati and 
Sudaréanáérama, the latter in other places.! 

(2) Pundra or irdhva pundra means putting the tilaka or caste- 
mark, i.e. drawing two perpendicular lines on the forehead, with a 
spot in the middle. The lines must be drawn from the tip of the nose 
right to the end of the forehead. They are said to represent the 
temple of Hari, and the spot the place of Hari accompanied by Laksmi. 
Hence one should never omit to put on the spot in the middle of the 
two lines, since just as & temple is worthless, unless the Lord be in it, 
so the lines are of no value unless there be the spot between them.? 

The pundra is to be drawn with gopi-candana. But if it be not 
available, then it may be drawn with the clay from the shores of the 
Ganges, or with the clay from the tulasi-pot.? 

The pundra may be drawn by any of the four fingers, except the 
little one, but with different results. If it be drawn by the forefinger, 
then one attains salvation; if by the middle finger, long life; if by the 
third finger, objects of desire; and if by the thumb, prosperity. 

The pundra is to be worn during the period of worship and oblation, 
and daily during morning and evening prayers.5 If a man performs 
sacrifices, oblations to gods and forefathers, daily prayers, etc., or 
practises charity and the rest or studies Scripture without putting on 
the pundra not only does he fail to obtain any fruit from these, but 
goes to hell as well. 

A Brahmin should put on twelve pundras, a Ksatriya, four, a 
vai$ya two, and a $üdra and a woman, one.7? 

The method of putting on the twelve pundras is as follows: 
The first pundra is to be put on the forehead with the mantra “Om, 
obeisance to Kesava”’, the second on the belly with the mantra “Om, 
obeisance to Nàràyana"', and in this manner the pundra is to be put 
successively, on the breast, cavity of the throat, right side of the 


1 Sv.S., 3rd tarahgA, pp. 32-40; D.P., pp. 47-49; S.R., p. 140; G.M., p. 34. 

It is claimed by the disciples of Nimbàrka that he was the first to institute 
the ceremony of 'tapta-mudr&' in Dvéraké in the Kali-yuga. See S.R., p. 124; 
A.C., p. 84. 

2 Svadhar. MS., Fol. 1; Sv.S., 3rd taranga, pp. 25-28; cf. also D.P., pp. 48-49; 
S.R., pp. 141-142; G.M., p. 35. 

3 Sv.S., 3rd taranga, pp. 30-31; S.R., p. 142; G.M., p. 35. 

4 Op. cit., 3rd tarahga, p. 29. 5 Op. cit. 

© Op. cit. 7 Op. cit., p. 29. 
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belly, right arm, right neck, left side of the belly, left arm, left neck, 
back and throat, with the mantras “Om, obeisance to Madhava, 
Govinda, Visnu, Madhusüdana, Trivikrama, Vamana, Sridhara, 
Hrsikega, Padmanübha, and Damodara’’ respectively.! 

One should not put on a pundra which is circular, horizontal or 
curved, or without any spot in the middle,? and should never use 
sandal-paste or ash for drawing it.? 

(3) Nàma consists in giving the names of the Lord such as 
* Haridása" (servant of Hari) and so on to one's self, to one's children 
and disciples.* 

(4) Mantra means learning and teaching the Visnu-mantra handed 
down by the teachers of the sect. 

(D) Yàga means worshipping and teaching the worship of the 
Lord and His idols and the rest. The idols of the Lord may be made 
of stone, wood, metals, such as gold or copper, clay, mind, i.e. mentally 
conjured by deep and earnest meditation, or be of the form of 
Salagrama or the black sacred stone.? 

Every true Vaisnava should be consecrated by these five 
samskaras. 

He should also perform the five-fold duties, viz. cleaning the 
temple of the Lord; collecting flowers, offerings and the like for Him; 
worshipping Him by scent and so on; and studying the hymns, etc. of 
the sect as taught by the preceptor.’ 

The following are some of the further duties of a Vaisnava.® 

He should guard the Gopala-mantra and keep it secret with the 
same care as he keeps his body covered; revere his preceptor and other 
Vaisnavas and obey their commands; honour the garlands and the rest 
which he may find in the temple of the Lord, put them on with the 
greatest respect and afterwards throw them into a river; at once 
leave the place where the.preceptor is being spoken ill of; and remember 
the mantra, taught by his preceptor more specially in the morning, 


1 Sv.S., 3rd taranga, pp. 28-29; D.P., p. 24; G.P., given in S.R., p. 8. 

2 Svadhar. M.S., Fol. 1; Sv.S., 3rd taranga, p. 28. 

3 Op. cit. 

4 Op. cit., p. 28; S.R., p. 142; G.M., p. 35. 

5 Op. cit., 3rd taranga, p. 24; G.M., p. 38. 

8 Op. cit., Tth taranga, pp. 82ff. 

7 Op. cit., 10th tarahga, p. 108; A.C., footnote 1, p. 108. The five duties 
are: abhigamana, up&dàna, ijyà, yoga and svadhyaya. 

5 D.P., pp. 35ff. See further details there. 
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and when he is in a foreign country, or is about to begin a journey or is 
making a donation. Further, he should wear new and clean clothes 
offered to the Lord; besmear his body with sandal-paste, keep a tuft 
of hair on his head; eat the food and betel-leaves supposed to be 
eaten by the Lord and drink the washings of His feet; worship the 
tulasi-plant and eat its leaves; finally if he should happen to see some 
wonderful workings of the Lord in dreams, he is to reveal them to his 
preceptor only and to none else. 

The following are some of the prohibitions to which a Vaisnava 
must adhere.! 

He should not sleep in the evening; rinse his mouth standing; seat 
on the seat of his preceptor; precede, but follow him; touch even his 
shadow with his feet or cross it; omit to take the daily bath and 
perform the daily worship of the Lord; forget to stand in presence of 
the Lord and the preceptor; attempt to show off his learning to his 
preceptor; rinse his mouth or put on the caste-mark without uttering 
suitable mantras; and wear a blue dress. Further, he should not take 
intoxicating liquors, fish, meat, lentil, spinach and gourd,? and should 
not eat from a brass plate or from the leaf of a banyan tree 3; spit 
in the temple of the, Lord and enter there with shoes‘; practise 
magical rites like hypnotism and so on; worship the Lord from a 
wooden seat; conduct the ceremony. frivolously; talk indecently while 
engaged in the ceremony ; offer scentless flowers, unconsecrated objects 
and stale food to the Lord; make obeisance with one hand; see Him at 
a time not prescribed; let the proper time of worship pass and mutter 
mantras without counting, and so on. 

He should also avoid with care thirty-two kinds of sins.5 


The practical mode of worshipping the Lord : the Idol.® 


I. (1) The devotee should rise very early in the morning, 
remember the name of his preceptor, and the names of the Swan, 
the Four Kumaras, Narada, Nimbarka, and twelve preceptors like 
Srinivasa and the rest, and after that Lord Krsna, reciting prescribed 
verses. He should bow down to the earth goddess and ask her to 
forgive the touch of his feet on her, and get down from the bed.’ 


1 D.P., pp. 39-41. See further details there. 

2 Op. cit., p. 39. 3 Op. cit., p. 36. 4 Op. cit. 

5 Sv. S., 10th taranga, p. 109. 

6 Op. cit., 9th tarabga, pp. 97ff. ? This is utthàápana-vidhi. 


IDOL-WORSHIP 263 


(2) Then he should go out to answer the call of nature, uttering 
suitable mantras, as enjoined by Scripture.! 

(3) Next, he should brush his teeth, with a stick of khadira, 
karafija, kadamba, vata (ie. banyan), àmra (ie. mango) or nimba 
tree. He should take up the stick, praying to the tree to give him 
long life, strength, fame, energy and so on; first rinse his mouth sixteen 
times; then brush his teeth with the stick; and finally, rinse his mouth 
sixteen times once more.” 

(4) Next, he should go to the river for bath; first wash his hands 
and feet and rinse his mouth; then besmear himself with mud from 
head to feet and plunge into the water. He should look at the sun 
and pray to it to make the water holy for him; make the amkuéa- 
mudra,® and pray to the seven holy rivers to meet together in the 
water of that particular river; utter the principal mantra5; make 
kumbha-mudra; and sprinkle himself with water eleven times. Then 
he should put on the caste-mark with water; rinse his mouth; offer 
libations of water thrice to the Lord; and get up.? 

(5) On reaching the shore, he should consecrate his clothes by 
uttering the principal mantra, make dhenu-mudrà? and put them on.8 

(6) After that, he should put on twelve tilaks,? and perform the 
samdhyà ceremony as follows: He should take some water in his right 
palm, cover it over with his left, consecrate it by uttering principal 
mantra and drink it. Then he should rinse his mouth three times, 
and again take some water in his right palm, cover it over with the left, 
consecrate it as before, put that water in his left palm and sprinkle 
his head with it. For the third time, he should take some water as 
before in his right palm, cover it with the left and consecrate it as 
before, and smell it with his right nostril. He should imagine that by 
his act of smelling the water has gone down into his body through 
the right nostril, has washed off all sins therein, and has again come 


1 This is $auca-vidhi. Vide also Sv. S., 6th taranga, pp. 70ff. 

2 This is danta-praksaélana-vidhi. 

3 A mudra is the name of a particular position or intertwining of the 
fingers, commonly practised in religious worship and supposed to possess an 
occult meaning and religious efficacy. 

For amkuéa-mudra, see K.D., appendix, p. 1. 

4 Viz. Gahgá, Yamuné, Godavari, Sarasvati, Narmada, Sindhu, Kaveri. 
I.o. the Gop&la-mantra. 9 This is snána-vidhi. 
Vide K.D., appendix, p. 1. 

This is vastra-paridhana-vidhi. 
Of course if he be a Brahmin and not otherwise. See above. 
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out in his hand through the left nostril in a blackened form. Imagining 
this, he should shake it with the astra-mantra and throw it off. 
Thereby, he should think himself thoroughly washed off and cleaned. 
This is the first part of the samdhya-ceremony. 

The second part consists in offering libations of water to the 
Lord three times with the recitation of the Gayatri-mantra as modified 
by the school!; making the kara-nyàsa, ie. assigning the different 
parts of the palm, viz. the forefinger, etc. to the different parts of the 
Gayatri-mantra?; and finally, reciting the mantra twenty-eight or 
hundred and eight times. This is the Vaisnavite process of performing 
the samdhya ceremony, whether in the morning, midday or evening.’ 

(7) Next, he should draw a lotus with eight petals in water; 
offer libations of water to his preceptor, to other great preceptors, to 
Narada and other divine sages, to previous holy ones and to the 
Bhagavatas; meditate the Lord Krsna in the seed-vessel of the lotus; 
utter the principal mantra; and offer libations of water to Krsna 
twenty-eight times. 

(8) After that, he should return home, reciting verses or in 
silence. 

So far his preliminary consecratory ceremonies. Next his duties 
in the temple of the Lord. 

II. (1) Before entering the temple of the Lord, he should wash 
his hands and feet and rinse his mouth once more. Having entered 
there, he should spread a seat; make dhenu-mudra 5; pray to the earth 
goddess to purify his seat; touch the ground with the forefinger with 
the utterance of the prescribed mantra; strike the ground thrice with 
the small finger of his left foot; and seat himself facing the east or the 
north,® in a padmàsana or svastik& posture.’ 

(2) Then he should bow down to his preceptor and other previous 
teachers; and proceed to consecrate his hands by repeating the astra- 

1 Om. Gopálàya vidmahe  Gopivallabhàya dhimahi tan nah Krsnah 
pracodayát. 

3 Thus: Om. Gopálàya astangabhyaém namah, vidmahe tarjanibhyam 
namah, Gopivallabháya madhyamáübhyüm namah, etc. 

3 This is samdhyà-vidhi. 4 This is tarpana-vidhi. 

5 See K.D., appendix, p. 1. 

6 The rule is to face the east. But if that be not possible, e.g. during the 
night, one may face the north. See the commentary on K.D., lst petala, 
verse 7, p. 6. 


7 For the explanation of these postures, see the commentary on K.D., Ist 
pateala, vorse 6, p. 5. This is ásane-vidhi. 
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mantra! eight times, by rubbing sandal-paste and flowers in his 
palms, by mentally assigning them to the Lord? and, finally, by 
elapping his hands three times repeating the same astra-mantra. 
Next, he should bind the ten quarters, as it were, by snapping his 
thumb and forefinger together and uttering the same astra-mantra, 
and surround himself, as it were, with a fire-rampart and water, 
with the same mantra. That is, he should hereby regard himself as 
placed in & safe enclosure, where no harm can befall him, so long 
as he is engaged in the worship.* 

(3) After that, he should proceed to purify his elemental, i.e. 
material, body, for a non-god should not worship God. The process is 
as follows: He should first connect his soul, situated within the heart- 
lotus, with the Lord, situated in the lotus with a thousand petals over 
the head, through the susumnà-nàdi with the mantra “I am He", and 
regard the twenty-five principles—viz. the earth and the rest, as 
absorbed therein. After that, he should begin the actual process of 
purifying his body thus: He should first draw in air through his left 
nostril with the recitation of the black vayu-bija “yam” sixteen 
times, hold forth his breath, reciting the same sixty-four times, and 
exhale it out through his right nostril, uttering the same thirty-two 
times. Thereby he should consider his body dried up. Secondly, he 
should draw in air through the right nostril along with the utterance 
of the red agni-bija “ram” sixteen times, hold forth his breath by 
uttering the same sixty-four times and emit it out through the left 
nostril, uttering the same thirty-two times. Thereby he should 
consider his earthly body destroyed. Thirdly, he should draw in air 
through “the left nostril with the recitation of the white candra-bija 
“tam” sixteen times, thereby taking it to the moon in the head,5 and 
then recite the white varuna-bija “vam” sixty-four times. Thereby 
he should consider himself endowed with an immortal body,—fit for 
conducting the worship of the Lord,—in place of the destroyed earthly 
one. Finally, he should emit the air through the right nostril, reciting 
the yellow prithvi-bija "lam" thirty-two times. Thereby he should 


1 Viz. ‘Astraya phat’. 

2 Kara-nyása. 

3 K.D., lst patala, verse 7, p. 5; Sv. S., 9th tarahga, p. 97; G.P., given in 
S.R., pp. 8-9. 

* This is àtma-raksana-vidhi. 

5 I.e. in the Brahma-randhrastha-candra. 


266 DOCTRINES OF NIMBARKA AND HIS FOLLOWERS 


regard the immortal body he has just got as easy to be seen as his 
former earthly one.! 

(4) Thus, on getting a new immortal body, he should next bring 
down his soul, which he has previously sent up to the Brahma-randhra,? 
to the heart-lotus of this new body, by placing his hand on the heart 
and uttering the prescribed mantra,$ and the pranava sixteen times.* 

That is, the whole process consists of three steps. First, he 
should take his soul out of his earthly body, and keep it in the Lord, 
abiding in the Brahma-randhra. Next, he should destroy his earthly 
body, and get a new immortal body. Finally, he should install his 
soul, left intact so long in the Lord in the Brahma-randhra, in this 
new immortal body. The soul is the same and is not to be destroyed,— 
but only the body is changed. Of course, as evident, the entire process 
if only mental, and the earthly body is not really destroyed, but is 
simply supposed to be so for the time being. 

III. After having thus purified his body and made it fit for the 
worship of the Lord by means of the inhaling and exhaling of air with 
mantras, he should next proceed to purify it further by means of a 
series of nyàsas, i.e. should mentally assign the various parts, etc. of 
his body to deities, etc. with suitable mantras. 

(1) Thus he should first perform the kevala-màtrkà-nyàsa, or 
assign the different parts of the body to different letters, the forehead 
to the letter “a”, the mouth to the letter "à", the right eye to the 
letter “i”, the left eye to the letter “i’’ and so on.5 

(2) Next, he should perform the KeSavàadi-mátrkà-nyàsa, exactly 
like the first, with the additions of couples of deities.® 


1 This is bhüta-$uddhi-vidhi. K.D., lst patala, verses 8-10, pp. 6-7; 
Sv. S., 9th taranga, pp. 97-08; G.P., given in S.R., p. 8. 

2 See above. 

3 Thus: "Iam He. May my vital-breath, my sense-organs, my speech, 
mind, eyes, ears and nose €ome here and stay here for ever for the worship of 
the Lord. Svāhā.” «^ , 

This is prána-pretisthá. K.D., lst patala, verse 10 and commentary, 
p. 7; Sv. S., 9th taranga, p. 98; G.P., given in S.R., pp. 8-9. 

5 Thus: Om namah laláte, ám namah mukha-vrtte, and so on. K.D., lst 
patala, verse 11, p. 8; Sv. S., 9th taranga, pp. 98-99; G.P., given in S.R., pp. 10-11. 

9 Thus: Am namah Keéava-kirttai; àm namah Nārāyaņāya kāntai, and 
so on. 

K.D., lst patala, verses 14-24, pp. 9-11; Sv. S., 9th taraùga, pp. 99-100; 
G.P., given in S.R., pp. 12-13. 
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(3) Thirdly, he should perform the tattva-nyàsa, or assign his 
whole body, heart, etc. to the supreme souls of the jiva, prana, etc.! 

(4) Fourthly, he should perform the indriya-nyàsa, or assign his 
sense-organs to different deities, viz. his ears to the quarters, his 
eyes to the sun and so on.? 

(5) Fifthly, he should perform the pitha-nyasa, i.e. imagine his 
body to be a pedestal of worship. 

Next, he should perform the GSri-Gopála-mantra-nyàsa, i.e. 
mentally appropriate the mantra of eighteen syllables,* consisting of 
the following five ny&sas, viz.:— 

(6) Rsyaddi-nyasa, i.e. he should assign his head, etc. to the sage 
Narada, eto.5 

(7) Next, he should perform the kara-nyàsa, i.e. assign the fingers 
and the palm and back of the hand to the different words of the 
mantra of eighteen syllables.® 

(8) After that he should perform the anga-nyàsa, i.e. assign the 
various parts of his body to different words of the mantra of eighteen 
syllables.’ 

(9) Next, he should perform the pada-nyàsa, i.e. assign various 
parts of his body to the different words of the mantra of eighteen 
syllables.8 

(10) Finally, he should perform the varna-nyàsa, i.e. assign 
different parts of the body to different syllables of the mantra of 
eighteen syllables.® 


1 Thus: Mam namah paràys& jivàtmane namah; bham namah paraya 
pránátmane namah, iti dvayam sakala-Sarire, etc. K.D., lst patala, verses 28-31, 
pp. 13-15; Sv. S., 9th taranga, pp. 101-102; G.P., given in S.R., pp. 13-14. 

2 G.P., given in S.R., p. 15. 

3 For details, seo K.D., lst patala, verse 41, p. 20; Sv. S., 9th taranga. 
pp. 102-103; G.P., given m S.R., p. 16. 

4 For details, see Sv. S., 9th tarahga, p. 103; G.P., given in S.R., p. 15; 
D.P., p. 43. 

5 Thus: Om Nárada-rsaye namah Sirasi, etc. Sv. S., 9th taranga, p. 104; 
G.P., given in S.R., p. 15; D.P., p. 43. 

9€ Thus: Klim angusthábhyàm namah, Krsnaya tarjanibhyam namah, etc. 
Sv. S., 9th taranga, p. 104; G.P., given in S.R., p. 16; D.P., p. 43. 

7 Thus: Klim hrdayüáya namah, Krsnaya Sirase svaha, etc. Sv. S., 9th 
tarahga, p. 104; G.P., given in S.R., p. 16; D.P., p. 43. 

$ Thus: Klim namo mürdhani, Krsnüya namo vaktre, etc. Sv. S., 9th 
tarahga, pp. 104-105; G.P., given in S.R., p. 16; D.P., p. 43. 

? Thus: Klim mürdhani, krm bh&le, snam bhruvoh, etc. Sv. S., 9th 
tarahga, p. 105; G.P., given in S.R., p.16; D.P., p. 43. This is nyàsa-vidhi. 
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IV. After having thus purified his body, sense-organs, mind, 
etc. by the series of nyüsas, he should next practise pranayama or 
breath-control for finally purifying, adjusting and preparing them 
for the great task which he is about to commence, viz. the worship of 
the Lord. 

Here is the procedure: 

He should mutter klim sixteen times, draw in air through his 
left nostril, hold his breath, muttering it sixty-four times, and emit 
the air muttering it thirty-two times.! 

V. Being thus absolutely purified, he should begin the actual 
worship of the Lord. He should commence with the internal or mental 
worship. That is, he should meditate on the Lord as possessed of eyes 
like full-blown lotus, body blue like cloud, wearing a shining cloth, 
with two hands adorned with the symbol of silence, standing under 
the Heavenly Tree ? and so on. 

After that he should worship the Lord mentally with five objects.? 

VI. He should now mutter prayers a thousand times or one 
hundred and eight times and dedicate them (i.e. the japas) to the 
Lord.* 

VII. Next, he should begin the external worship of the Lord, 
i.e. worship the idol. This should consist of the following successive 
steps :— 

(1) First he should properly arrange the necessary utensils, etc., 
placing the bowl for washing hands behind him, the pitcher of water 
on his left, sandal-paste, flowers, cloth and incense, etc. on his right, 
the pots near his left hand, the lamp of clarified butter on the right 
side of the Lord, and the lamp of oil on the left of the Lord.5 

(2) Next, he should place and worship the conch-shell thus: He 
should draw round, triangular and quadrangular diagrams in his 
front on the left, worship these diagrams with sandal-paste and 
flowers; place a washed tripadika flower there; and worship it with 


Mmmm annan nampa maa URAL a OO ee ma ———————————R————————— m E 


1 This is pranéyama-wdhi. G.P., given in S.R., p. 16; D.P., pp. 43-44. 

2 Sv. S., 9th taranga, p. 105. Cf. Baladeva above. 

There are many other modes of dhyāna. A long account is given in K.D., 
3rd pațala, verses lff., pp. 50ff. Cf. also G.P., given in S.R.,' p. 16; D.P., p. 44. 

$ See above, foot noto 1, p. 258. 

t This is japa-vidhi. Sv. S., 9th taranga, p. 105; G.P., given in S.R., p. 16; 
D.P., p. 44. 

5 This is pátra-samsth&pana-vidhi. Sv. S., 9th taranga, p. 105; G.P., given 
in S.R., p. 17. 
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sandal-paste, flowers and unhusked barley-corns; then he should 
proceed to worship the conch-shell with the prescribed mantra; fill it 
with pure water, uttering the principal mantra; and worship the water. 
He should next worship all the holy rivers, the Ganges and the rest; 
make dhenu-mudra,! repeat the nectar-mantra thrice; and make the 
gadā, padma, garuda, and matsya mudrās 2? successively. After that, 
he should hold the conch-shell on both sides with his thumb and third 
finger, touch the water within it with a japā flower or a petal of the 
tulasi-flower by his forefinger and middle finger, and utter the mantra 
eight times. He should dip a flower in the water and put it into the 
pitcher, sprinkle it over himself and on all the articles of worship. 

Next, he should meditate on the conch-shell—as springing from the 
ocean, supported by the navel of Visnu, worshipped by all the gods, 
and so on.3 

(3) After that, he should place the basin for washing the feet of 
the Lord * to the south of the conch-shell, and put $yàmaka grass, 
durvà grass and a lotus 5 in it. The vessel for the offering of flowers 
and grass ? to the north of the conch-shell and put sandal-paste, 
flowers, unhusked barley-corns, the sharp point of the blade of kuéa- 
grass, sesamum, mustard and durvà grass? in it; the basin for rinsing 
the mouth 8 to the east of the conch-shell and put nutmeg, cloves and 
kankola-plant ? in it and the vessel for the offering of honey and milk 1° 
to the west of the conch-shell and put curd, honey and clarified butter 
in it. If the requisite objects be lacking, he should name a fragrant 
tulasi-flower for each object, and put it there in place of the actual 
object; he should fill up all the vessels with water from the pitcher; 
worship them with sandal-paste and flower; utter mantra over each 
of them; put some water from the conch-shell in them; make dhenu- 
and mahà-mudràs.!1 


1 See K.D., es p. 1. 2 Op. cit., pp. 2-3. 

3 This is Sankha-pujana-vidhi. G.P., given in S.R., p. 18. Cf. also Sv. 8., 
9th ATAT ED; pp. 202-203. 

4 Padya-patra. 

6 Sv. S. adds Visnukranta-plant. 9th taranga, p. 106. 

6 Arghya-patra. 

7 Sv. S. adds pipari-plant. 9th taranga, p. 106. 

8 Ácamanae-pátra. 

® Sv. S. adds barley-corn. 9th tarahga, p. 106. 

10 Madhuparka-pàtra. 

11 This is pády&di-püjena-vidhi. Sv. S., 9th taranga, p. 106; G.P., given 
in S.R., p. 19. 


270 DOCTRINES OF NIMBARKA AND HIS FOLLOWERS 


(4) Then he should draw a lotus with eight petals on the ground; 
put the throne of the Lord over it; offer flowers, uttering the Maha- 
pitha-mantra and meditate the Lord therein.! 

(5) After that he should awaken the Lord with the prescribed 
mantra “Arise, arise, O Govinda! Arise, O Madhu-siidana! Arise, 
O Lord of Radha, the Saviour of the poor’’.? 

(6) Next, he should place the idol of Krsna in a copper vessel, 
offer flowers to Him, and make paficánga-nyàsa, i.e. assign the different 
parts of his body to the Lord. 

(7) Then he should proceed to offer flowers, etc.,4 water for 
washing the feet,5 water for rinsing the mouth 8 and honey and 
milk? to the Lord successively, along with the utterance of the 
principal mantra. Thus, he should offer sandal-paste, flowers, 
unhusked barley-corn and ku$a grass, placing them over the head of 
the idol; the pure water of the Ganges for the washing of His feet, 
putting them at its feet; the same for the rinsing of His mouth, placing 
them in its mouth; and finally, honey and milk and butter, putting 
them in the same. 

(8) Next, he should once more offer rinsing water of the Ganges 
scented with camphor to, the Lord, and bathe the idol with the water 
from the conch-shell with the utterance of suitable mantras.? 

(9) After that he should proceed to dress and adorn the Lord. 
He should dress the idol in a fine yellow robe and adorn it with sandal- 
paste, garlands of fragrant flowers, sacred thread, and various costly 
ornaments like crown, ear-rings, necklace and anklets, reciting appro- 
priate mantras each time.19 

(10) Next, he should offer incense!! and lamp !? to the Lord, 
reciting mantras; and offer refreshment, consisting of milk and rice 


1 This is pitha-püjà-vidhi. Sv. S., 9th taranga, p. 106; G.P., given in S.R., 
p. 18. i 
2 This is utthāpana-vidhi. G.P., given in S.R., p. 19. 
3 Sv. S., 9th taranga, p. 106; G.P., given in S.R., p. 19. 
4 Argha. 5 Rādya. 8€ Acamana. 7 Madhu-parka. 
‘8 This is pády&di-arpana-vidhi. Sv. S., 9th taranga, pp. 106-107; G.P., 
given in 8.R., pp. 19-20. See also K.D., 4th patala, verse 25, p. 89. 
* This is snéna-vidhi. G.P., given in S.R., p. 20. See also Sv. S., 9th 
taranga, p. 107; K.D., 4th patala, verse 26, p. 89. : 
10 This is vastra-paridhána-vidbi. G.P., given in S.R., p. 20. See also 
Sv. S., 9th taranga, p. 107; K.D., 4th patala, verse 26, p. 89. 
11 Dhüpa-dàna. See K.D., 4th patala, verse 50, p. 98 for details. 
13 Dipa-dána. See K.D., 4th patala, verse 51, p. 98 for details. 
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cooked together with pure white sugar.| He should, first, worship 
the refreshment with sandal-paste and flowers, etc.; then absorb up 
all its impurities by muttering the vàyu-bija “yam” eight times, 
destroy all its impurities by muttering the agni-bija “ram” eight 
times and, finally, make it nectar-like by muttering the varuna-bija 
"vam" eight times. Then he should make dhenu-mudra and maha- 
mudra, protect the refreshment from harm by making the cakra- 
mudra and uttering the astra-mantra, and utter the mila-mantra 
over it. After having thus rendered the refreshment completely free 
from impurities, etc., he should put a little water from the conch-shell 
in the plate, make gràsa-mudrà, and make offerings to the five pranas. 
After that he should offer the refreshment to the Lord, muttering 
prayers, and think that He has partaken of it.? 

(11) Next, he should make the Lord rinse His mouth and offer 
betel-leaves to Him. 

(12) He should now wave the lamps around the Lord, four times 
round His feet, twice round His navel, once round His face, and 
seven times round His whole body.‘ 

(13) Next, he should wave the water-filled conch-shell over the 
idol, and sprinkle everyone present and himself with that water. 

(14) He should then ask the forgiveness of the Lord for his 
unintentional mistakes in serving Him.$ 

(15) Finally, he should worship the washings of the feet of Krsna 
with sandal-paste and flowers, etc., uttering mantras; place the vessel 
containing the washings on his head; and put it on a prop and not on 
the ground. Then he should offer the washings of the feet of the 
Lord first to the stalwart Vaisnava of ancient days like Vali, Vibhisana, 
Bhisma, Kapila, Narada, Arjuna, Prahláda and so on, and then to the 
Vaisnavas present there. He should distribute among them also the 
sandal, flowers, etc. of the Lord and the remains of the refreshment 
offered to the Lord. Then, last of all, he himself should partake of the 


Em 


1 Dipa-dana, verse 52, p. 98. 

2 This is naivedya-pradàána-vidhi. Sv. S., 9th taranga, p. 107; G.P., given 
in S.R., p. 21; K.D., 4th patala, verses 53ff., pp. 99ff. 

3 This is tànbüla-pradána-vidhi. G.P., given in S.R., p. 22. See also 
Sv. S., 9th taranga, p. 107. 

* This is nirájana-vidhi. G.P., collected in S.R., p. 22. See also Sv. S., 
9th taranga, p. 107. 

5 This is aparédha-ksamapana-vidhi. Sv. S., 9th taranga, pp. 107-108; 
G.P., given in S.R., p. 22. 
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food taken by the Lord and drink the washings of his feet. Finally, he 
should mutter suitable prayers, recite verses, walk round the Lord and 
bow down to Him, with the final prayer to Him to accept out of com- 
passion the leaves and flowers, fruits which have been offered to Him 
through devotion alone.! : 
Thus, the devotee has broadly seven-fold duties to E 
viz. :— 
I. First, his daily duties—rising from the bed, brushing his 
teeth, bathing, performing oblations, and so on. 

II. Next, purifying his earthly body and making it fit for the 
worship of the Lord, consisting in seating himself, 
protecting himself from harm and interruption, destroy- 
ing his present earthly body and assuming a new 
heavenly one. 

III. Next, purifying his body further by a series of nyāsas, 
like Kevala-matrka-nyasa and the rest. 

IV. Next, purifying his body still further by pranayama. 

V. Next, performing the internal worship of the Lord, viz. 
meditation. 

VI. Next, performing japas. 

VII. And finally, performing the external worship of the idol, 
consisting in arranging.the necessary utensils and objects 
properly, worshipping the conch-shell and so on, 
awakening the Lord, bathing and feeding Him and so on. 


(3) SOME OF THE RELIGIOUS OBSERVANCES AND FESTIVALS OF THE 
SECT OF NIMBARKA. 


(1) Ekadasi-vrata. Every Vaisnava should observe this vow, 
i.e. fast on the eleventh day of the moon, called the Lord’s day (Hari- 
vasara) during both the waning half and the waxing half. This 
vrata is the best of all and the most favoured by the Lord and hence 
its proper and regular performance conduces to both worldly well-being 
and salvation.’ . 

Now, the ekadadi is to be observed in accordance with the kapala- 
vedha method. The kapála-vedha or ardha-rátrodaya doctrine is that 
every tithi or lunar day really commences with midnight. Hence if the 


1 G.P. (collected in S.R.), pp. 22-23. Cf. also Sv. S., 9th taranga, pp. 107-108. 
2 Sv. S., 13th taranga, pp. 148ff.; D.P., p. 10; S.N.V.N., pp.1ff. 
3 Op. cit., 13th taranga, pp. 150ff. 
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ekadaéi does not commence with the midnight, but after that moment, 
this vow is not to be observed on that day, but on the following. 

This method of determining the actual tithi holds good not only 
in the case of the ekadasi vow, but is a general rule to be followed in 
the case of all religious observances and festivals.? 

The kapála-vedha: or ardha-rátrodaya system is a peculiar tenet 
of the school of Nimbarka. There are generally three methods of 
determining tithis—viz. süryyodaya, arunodaya and ardha-ratrodaya 
(or kapàla-vedha). According to the first, a tithi begins with sunrise. 
It is followed by non-Vaisnavas. According to the second, a tithi 
begins with the break of dawn (a few hours before sunrise). It is 
followed by Vaisnavas of other sects.8 And, according to the third, 
as pointed out above, a tithi commences with midnight.4 

The following are the duties of a Vaisnava on the ekáda&i tithi: 
He should get up early in the morning and brush his teeth. The 
prohibition with regard to the brushing of teeth when one is fasting 
does not apply to a Vaisnava, since, in his case, the brushing of teeth 
is a daily obligatory duty and unless he does so, he is not fit to worship 
the Lord. 

He should then take some water, consecrate it by uttering the 
Sri-Gopala-mantra of eighteen syllables thrice and drink it; resolve to 
fast on that day 5; and make offerings of flowers to the Lord. He 
should fast the whole day and night; avoid chewing betel-leaves, 
sleeping by day, having sensual enjoyment, and doing forbidden 
deeds ; and spend his time in muttering prayers, singing the name of 
the Lord, listening to His name, worshipping and meditating on Him. 
He should, further, keep awake the whole night, worshipping the Lord, 
and reading holy books and so on. 

Throughout the year, a number of ceremonies and festivals are to 
be observed every month. ‘Thus, in the month of Vaisakha, the first 
month of the year, a Vaisnava 


1 Sv. S., 13th taranga, pp. 156ff.; D.P., pp. 50ff.; preface to S.N.V.N., 
pp. 1ff. 

2 Op. cit., 13th taraüga, p. 161; preface to S.N.V.N., p. 3. 

3 E.g. the sect of Baladeva. See p. 422 of the thesis, Part 1. 

4 Sv. S., 13th taranga, pp. 151ff.; D.P., pp. 50ff; preface to S.N.V.N., 
pp. lff. 

5 Samkalpa-karana. 

9 Sv. S., 13th tarahga, pp. 203ff. For his duties on the Daéami and Dvadaél, 
see op. cit., pp. 201-203, 218-221. 
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(2) should perform the Aksayatrtiyà-vrata, on the third day of 
the bright half of the moon.! 

(3) He should further celebrate the birthday of Jáhnavi, the river 
Ganges, on the seventh day of the bright half of the moon,? and 

(4) perform the Nrsimha-jayanti-vrata on the fourteenth day of 
the bright half of the moon. 

(5) In the month of Jyestha, the second month, he should first 
perform the Jala-püjà, i.e. worship the lord in water.* 

(6) Then he should observe the ceremony of Daé$aharà on the 
tenth day of the bright half of the moon. He should bathe Radha 
and Krsna with cold water mingled with sandal-paste, camphor and 
saffron and offer them specially cold refreshment. This Vrata is 
called *Da$harà'" because it removes ten kinds of sins, viz. three 
physical sins: theft, injuring others and violating the wife of another; 
four sins relating to speech: uttering harsh words, untruthfulness, 
backbiting and rambling; and three kinds of mental sins, viz.: 
hankering after the property of others, wishing them ill and attention 
towards improper objects.5 

(7) In the month of Agadha, he should perform first the Kadamba- 
puspa-püjà, i.e. worship the Lord with the kadamba-flower.® 

(8) He should observe the festival of Rathotsava or the ceremony 
of putting the Lord on & chariot on the second day of the bright half 
of the moon ? ; and 

(9) perform the festival of Sayanotsava or worship the Lord as 
lying on & snake on the ocean of milk 8 and so on. 

(10) One of the chief festivals of the Vaisnavas is the festival of 
Janmastami or the birthday celebration of the Lord. It is held in the 
month of Bhàdra, on the eighth day of the dark half of the moon. 
There are two kinds of Janmàástami, kevala and jayanti. The former 
is to be performed every year, the latter only when the astamli-tithi 


1 For details, sge Sv. S., 9th taranga, pp. 263ff. 

3 For details, see Sv. S., 10th taradga, p. 265. 

3 For details, see Sv. S., 19th taranga, pp. 265ff. 

4 For details, see Sv. S., 20th taranga, pp. 272ff. 

5 Sv. S., 20th terahge, p. 275. 

9 For details, see Sv. S., 21st taranga, pp. 277ff. 

? For details, see Sv. S., 21st taranga, p. 278. 

5 For details, see Sv. S., 21st taranga, pp. 279ff. 

For other religious observances and festivals, see Sv. 8., 22nd tarangas ff., 
pp. 293ff; S.N.V.N., pp. 1ft. 
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comes to be connected with the star Rohini, which does not happen 
every year.! In accordance with the general rule, it is to be observed 
on the astami-tithi provided the tithi commences with midnight and 
not later than that.2 The process of performing the celebration is as 
follows: The devotee should rise early in the morning, brush his teeth, 
and resolve to fast throughout the day. Then in the midday having 
bathed in pure water of a river, he should set up a lying-in chamber 
(sütikà-grha) and strive to make it, as best as he can, like the original 
lying-in chamber of Devaki where Krsna was born. Within that 
chamber, he should place the eight kinds of idols of Krsna, viz. made 
of wood, metals, stone, gold, etc. and so on. The image of Devaki 
should be placed on the bed, and the new-born child Krsna should be 
represented as suckling her breasts. The images of Ya$odà and 
Vasudeva too should be placed there. ‘Then Nanda, the cowherd, the 
cowherdess Ya$odà and Devaki should be worshipped with sandal, 
flowers, unhusked barley-corns, fruits and so on; after that the incarna. 
tions should be meditated on, and Aditi, the Mother of gods, should. 
be worshipped, and so on. 


CONCLUSION. 


We have considered four Bhedübheda schools, viz.:— 


(1) Svabhavika bhedabheda-vàda of Nimbàrka. 

(2) Visistadvaita-vada of Rāmānuja and Srikantha. 
(3) Aupaidhika-bhedabheda-vada of Bhaskara. 

(4) Acintya-bhedábheda-vàda of Baladeva. 


There is a general agreement among these philosophers with 
regard to the nature and qualities of Brahman, the sentient and the 
non-sentient. But the difference among them consists in their views 
regarding the relation between these three entities. All of them admit 
both difference and non-difference to be equally real, but the vital 
question is here: How are we to reconcile difference and non-difference, 
plurality and Unity? Nimbarka accepts them both to be equally 
natural (svaébhavika) and perfectly compatible. Ramanuja and 


1 Sv. S., 23rd taranga, p. 303. 
2 Op. cit., 23rd tarabga, pp. 307ff. ` 
3 Op. cit., 23rd taranhga, pp. 319-321. 
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Srikantha try to reconcile them on the analogy of soul and body, 
which, though different, yet form an integral whole. Bhaskara 
regards them to be equally real, but he takes difference to be non- 
lasting though real (aupadhika) and non-difference to be both lasting 
and real. Baladeva frankly gives up the problem as inconceivable 
(acintya) and engages himself with religion rather than philosophy. 
He seems to suggest that instead of wasting our time and energy in 
trying to think out problems which are really unthinkable, it will be 
far better for us to accept what Revelation tells us, and engage ourselves 
with what lies within our own powers—viz. devotion and worship. 

The problem of the relation between the One and the many, God 
and the world, is an eternal one, and hundreds of views have been 
advanced on this point. On the one hand, we have strict Non- 
dualistic doctrines of the type of Samkara’s Advaita-vada, which 
completely identify the One and the many (i.e. assert that the One 
denies the many); and on the other hand, we have strict Dualistic 
doctrines of the type of Madhva's Dvaita-vada which completely 
differentiate the One from the many. And between these two extreme 
types, there are various kinds of grades of doctrines which try to 
reconcile the One with the many. 

The questions how and why the One becomes many and in what 
relation does it precisely stand to the many, are questions which 
will perhaps be never satisfactorily answered. But considering all 
things, the explanation given by Nimbarka seems to be very reasonable. 
Nimbarka elucidates his point, as we have seen, by the analogy of the 
cause-effect relation. The effect (or the part) is different from the 
cause (or the whole), since it has a peculiar nature and some peculiar 
functions of its own. The earthen pot, for example, is different from 
a mere lump of clay, in the sense that it has a peculiar shape of its 
own which the lump lacks, it has some peculiar functions of its own, 
viz. fetching water and so on, which the mere lump cannot perform. 
But, on the other hand, the effect is non-different from the cause, 
since it, as a modification of the cause, is nothing but the cause; 
for example, the earthen pot is non-different from the lump of clay, 
because after all it is nothing but clay, and depends for its very 
existence upon it. 

The cause, on its side, is different from the effect, because the 
effect is not the whole of it, i.e. because it has a peculiar nature of its 
own which is not exhausted in the effect, but is something over and 
above it. The lump of clay e.g. is different from the pot, because it is 
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not only the pot, but hundred other things, cups, pitchers and so on. 
But, again, the cause is non-different from the effect, because it is the 
effect, so far as it goes. The lump of clay e.g. is non-d:fferent from the 
pot, because it is clay like the pot. 

Thus, the cause-effect (or whole-part) relation is a relation of 
difference-non-difference, both of which are equally true. 

The very same is the case with Brahman and the universe. The 
universe is different from Brahman, because it has a peculiar nature of 
its own, possessing as it does certain qualities which Brahman lacks 
(like non-intelligence, grossness and so on), and not possessing certain 
qualities which Brahman possesses (like all-pervasiveness and so on); 
while it is non-different from Brahman, because it is after all nothing 
but Brahman, arising from, sustained by, and reabsorbed in Brahman. 
Brahman, on His side, is different from the universe, because He is not 
exhausted in it, but possesses a transcendental nature of His own; 
while He is non-different from the universe because He is immanent 
in it, which, as His effect, is nothing but Brahman. Thus, Brahman 
is different from the universe as transcendent, non-different from it as 
immanent. 

If we understand difference and non-difference in this sense of 
transcendency and immanency, no contradiction will be involved in 
taking difference and non-difference to be equally real and compatible. 
Non-difference does not mean here “absolute identity”, like that 
between one pea and another, but it simply means “essential de- 
pendence of the universe on Brahman and the immanence of Brahman 
in the universe”, while difference means “difference of nature between 
the universe and Brahman and the transcendence of Brahman over the 
universe". Hence everything is reconciled. 

The second question: Why the One should become the many, is 
not a less puzzling one. Nimbarka points out that the creation of the 
world is but a mere sport (lila) on the part of Brahman, and does not 
arise from any want on His part, since He is ever-satisfied and has His 
desires eternally fulfilled. But this cosmic sport is not absolutely 
purposeless or arbitrary, but it serves the purpose of justice, although 
it serves no purpose of Brahman Himself. It is regulated by moral 
demands, and the universe which is created by Brahman in mere 
sport is really created in strict accordance with the karmas of 
individuals themselves. 

This seems to be the only possible explanation, if the Creator be 
admitted to be both self-sufficient and just. Of course, this solution, 
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too, if logically pushed farther lands us in a dilemma: Who is respon- 
sible for the first karmas of individuals which are responsible for their 
varying lots? God cannot be held to be responsible, for then He 
becomes partial. Nimbàrka (in common with others) tries to get out 
of the difficulty by pointing out that the karmas are beginningless, and 
80 is the creation of the world, in accordance with the maxim of seed 
and shoot (vijankura-nyaya). The seed gives rise to the shoot, the 
shoot to the seed, the seed to the shoot and so on to infinity. It 
cannot be said whether tbe seed is the prior or the shoot and hence 
both are taken to be beginningless. In the very same manner, the 
karmas give rise to the world, the world to the karmas and so on to 
infinity, hence they must be taken to be beginningless. 

Strict logico may demur at this way of solving the question, but it 
is doubtful whether such questions can be answered on the ground of 
strict logic alone. In any case, Nimbarka’s explanation is a rational 
and creditable attempt at solving one of the most difficult problems 
of life, though he might not have the last say on the subject. 

The third question is: How does the One become the many. 
Nimbàrka points out that the One becomes the many through the 
projection of its powers, without losing its own Unity, integrity and 
essential nature, just as the spider weaves its web out of itself, yet 
itself remains unmodified. This is indeed an ingenious solution. 

We find, therefore, that the doctrine of Nimbárka is a valuable 
contribution to the history of thought from the point of view of 
philosophy, and honestly tries to answer some of the fundamental 
questions of human existence. 

From the point of view of religion also, the doctrine of Nimbarka 
scored no small a triumph, as is evident from a large number of followers 
it has even now in North India and Bengal. Of the four systems 
considered above, Bhaskara has no place for a personal religion or 
bhakti, Ramanuja and Srikantha emphasise ai$varyya-pradhánà 
bhakti, or a distant relation of awe and reverence, while Nimbarka 
and Baladeva emphasise madhuryya-pradhana bhakti or an intimate 
relation of love and sweet comradeship. Although a man is at first 
overwhelmed by the grandeur and majesty of the Lord, yet he cannot 
remain at a distance from Him for long, but is irresistibly drawn nearer 
by a bond of mutual love and living companionship. Hence it is that 
the doctrine of Nimbàrka has captured the hearts of thousands. 

From the ethical point of view also, we find Nimbarka to be very 
broad-minded and rational. He insists not only on the external per- 
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formance of sacrifices and ceremonies, but equally on the inner purity 
and cultivation of the mind, and the ethical virtues of self-control, 
charity and the rest. He does not insist that in order to attain salva- 
tion one must give up society and one's stage of life or àáórama. He 
lays the greatest emphasis on the spirit with which one performs one’s 
duties. A man who performs his duties in a disinterested and unselfish 
spirit is able to attain salvation, whether he be a householder or an 
ascetic. 

We conclude, therefore, that the doctrine of Nimbarka has 
much to recommend itself from the points of view of philosophy, 
religion and ethics, as it tries to tackle the eternal problem of difference 
and non-difference from a new point of view, and encourages a relation 
of faith, love and intimacy between God and man. 
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Tattva-siddhànta-bindu. By Anantarima. Published by Kiéoridasa. 

Benares, 1913. 


Upanisadàrn samuccayah (containing thirty-two Upanigads). Ed. by the 
Pandits of the AnandéSrama. Anandaérama Sans. Series, No. 29, Poona, 
1895. 

Upanisads. See: 

]. Aitareya-upanisad. 
2. Brhadaéranyaka-upanisad. 
3. Brahma-bindu-upanigad. 
4, Chandogya-upanisad. 
5. Culiké-upanigsad. 
6. Gopéla-purva-tapani-upanisad. 
7. Jabéla-upanisad. 
8. Kàlàgni-rudre-upanisad. 
9. Kantha-Sruti-upanisad. Seo list B. 
10. Katha-upanigad. 
ll. Kaugltaki-upanigad. 
12. Kena-upanigad. 
13. Mahá-upanisad. 
14. Mahénarayana-upanisad. 
15. Maitrt-upanigad. 
16. Mandukya-upanigad. 
17. Mudgala-upanigad. 
18. Muktike-upanisad. 
19. Mundaka-upanigad. 
20. Nérayana-upanisad. 
21. Nreimhe-pürva-tàpani-upanisad. 
22. Nraimha-uttara-tápanl-upanisad. 
23. Prae$nea-upanisad. 
24. Skaenda-upemisad. 
25. Subála-upanisad. 
26. Svetà$vatara-upanisad. 
27. "Taittiriye-upanigad. 
28. Vasudeva-upanisad. 


Vacaspati Misra. Bhümati. See Brahma-sütras with commentaries: Sariraka- 
mimámsà-bháüsya. 
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Vaisnava-upanigads (containing seventeen Upanisads). With the commentary 
of Sri-Upanigsad-Brahmayogin. Ed. by A. Mahadeva Sastrin. Madras, 
1923. 

Vasudeva-upanisad. See Vaisuava Upanigads, pp. 375-382. 

Vedánta-dipa. By Rāmānuja. Ed. by Bhattanaétha Svamin. Benares Sans. 
Series, No. 69, Benares, 1902. 

Vedaénta-karikavali (also called Adhyatma-kàrikavali). By Srinivasa (the 
immediate disciple of Nimbürka). With tho commentary "Adhyàtma- 
sudhà-taraüginI" by Purugottamaprasida Vaignava II. Ed. by Devi- 
prasáda Sarman Kavi. Chowkhamba Sans. Sories, Nos. 169, 170 and 202, 
Benares, 1913. 

Vedünta-kaustubha. By Srinivasa (tho immodiate disciple of Nimbárka). 
See Brahma-sütras with commentaries. 

Vedànte-kaustubha-prabha. By KeSavakasmiribhatta. Sec Brahma-sütras 
with commentaries. 

Vodànta-paribhàg&à. By Dharmaréjadhvarindra. Ed. by Krsunanütha Nyáàya- 
peücaànana. Calcutta, 1930-31. 

Vodànta-pürijàta-saurabha. By Nimbürka. Sea Brahma-sütras with com- 
mentaries. 

Vedànta-ratna-malà. By Anantarama. Published by Kiáoridása. Brindaban, 
Mathura, 1916. 

Vedànta-ratna-maüjüusà. By Purusottama I. See Daséa-sloki with com- 
mentaries. 

Vedànta-sára. By  Rámáünuja. Ed. by  Bhàügavata Acārya. Brindaban, 
Mathura, 1905. 

Vedénta-séra-padya-mala. By Anantarama. See Stotra-ratnàvali, pp. 91-96. 

Vidyaranya. See Paücadaái. 

Visvacarya. See Pafcadhati-stotra. 

VrajeSaprasáda. Sruti-siddhànta-maüjari. Sev Saviéega-nirvidesa-Sri-Krsna- 
stava-ràja with commentaries. 


Yamuna-stotra. By Kesavakaémiribhatta. | See Stotra-ratnavali, pp. 73-76. 

Yatindra-mata-dipiké. (Also called Yati-pati-mata-dipikà.) By Srinivasa (of 
the school of Raménuja). Ed. by Ratna Gopàla Bhatta. Benares Sans. 
Series, No. 133, Benares, 1907. 

Yati-pati-mata-dipika. See Yatindra-mata-dipika. 


B 
Books consulted in connection with quotations, etc. 


Agni-puràna. Ed. by Rajendraléla Mitra. “Bibliotheca Indica, No. 65, 3 vols., 
Calcutta, 1873-79. 

Aitareya-áranyaka. Ed. by A. B. Keith. Anecdota Oxoniensie, Oxford, 
1909. 

Aitereya-bráhmana. With the commentary called '" Vedánta-prakáóa" by 
Sayana. Ed. by Satyavrate Sama$ramin. Bibliotheca Indica, 4 vols., 
1895-1906. 
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Aitareya-brahmana. With the commentary of Süyana. Ed. by KáétnAtha 
Sástrin. Anand&é$rama Sans. Series, No. 32, Poona, 1896. 

Amara-koga. By Amarasimha. Ed. by Gurunáütha Vidyünidhi. Calcutta, 
1906-07. 

Amarasimha. See Ámara-koga. 

Apastamba-dharma-sitra. Ed. by Georg Bühler. Part I, Bombay, 1868. 

Apastamba-Srauta-siitra. With the commentary of Rudradatta. Ed. by 
Richard Garbo. 3 vols., Bibliotheca Indica, No. 92, Calcutta, 1882-1902. 

Aranyakas. See: 


l. Aitareya-aranyaka. 
2. Taittiriya-aranyaka. 


Aávaláyana-grhya-sütra. With Haradatta's commentary. Ed. by T. Ganapati 
Sàstrin. Trivandrum Sans. Series, No. 78, Trivandrum, 1923. 

Atharva-veda-samhitá. Ed.by R. Roth and W. D. Whitney. Berlin, 1924. 

Atri-smrti. See Smrtinám samuccayah, pp. 28-34. 

Aufrecht, Theodore. See Catalogus Catalogorum. 


Badarayana. Brahma-sutras. Seelist A. 

Bala-manorama. See Siddhanta-kaumudi. 

Barnett, L. D. See Supplementary Catalogue of the Sanskrit, Pali and Prakrit 
Books in the Library of the British Museum, A. 

Bhagavad-gité. See list A. 

Bhagavata-purina. With the tika called *Bhüvürtha-dipiká". By Sridhara 
Svümin. Ed. by Pafi¢ainana Tarkaratna. Calcutta, 1906—09. 

Bhandarkar, R. G. See Report on the Search for Sanskrit Manuscripts in the 
Bombay Presidency during the years 1884—87. 

Bhattoji Diksita. See Siddhanta-kaumudi. 

Bhima Acarya Jhálakfkara. See Nyàya-koga or Dictionary of the technical 
terms of the Nyáya Philosophy. 

Bloomfield, Maurice. See Vedic Concordance, A. 

Bráhmanas. See: 


1. Aitareya-brahmana. 

2. Kausitaki-brahmana. (Also called Samkhayana-brahmana.) 
3. Paüca-vim$a-br&áhmana. See Tándya-rashá-bráhmana. 

4, Sümkhàyana-bráhmana. See Kaugitaki-bráhmana. 

5. Satapatha-bráhmana x 

6. Taittiriya-brahmana. 

7. 


Tāņdya-mahā-brāhmaņa. (Also called Parica-viméa-bráhmana.) 


Brahma-sütras of Badarayana. See list A. 

Brahma-vaivarta-puraéna. Kd. by Jivananda Vidyésagara. 2 vols., Calcutta, 
1886. 

Brahma-vaivarta-puréna. Ed. by Pañcānana Tarkaratna. Calcutta, 1905-06. 


Candriké. By Náráyanatirthe. See Sàmkhya-kárik&. 
Catalogue of Sanskrit Manuscripts in the Library of the India Office. Part IV. 
By Ernest Windsich and Julius Eggeling. London, 1894. 
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Catalogue of Sanskrit Manuscripts in Private Libraries of the North-West 
Provinces, A. Compiled by order of Government, N.W.P. Part I. 
Benares, 1874. 

Catalogues. See: 


1. Catalogue of Sanskrit Manuscripts in the Library of the India Office. 

2. Catalogue of Sanskrit Manuscripts in Private Libraries of the North- 
West Provinces, A. 

3. Catalogus Catalogorum. 

4, List of Sanskrit Manuscripts discovered in Oudh during the year 1877. 

5. Report on the Search for Sanskrit Manuscripts in the Bombay Presi- 
dency during the years 1884-87. By R. G. Bhandarkar. 

6. Report on the Search for Sanskrit Manuscripts in the Bombay Presi- 
dency during the years 1891-95. By Abaji Visnu Kathavate. 

7. Supplementary Catalogue of the Sanskrit, Pali and Prakrit Books 
in the Library of the British Museum, A. 


Catalogus Catalogorum. An alphabetical register of Sanskrit works and authors. 
By Theodore Aufrecht. 3 parts, Leipzig, 1891-1903. 

Chandoga-mantra-brahmana. (Also callod Chándogya-mantra-bráhmana, Sama- 
veda-mantra-bráhmana, and  Mantra-bráhmana.) Ed. by Jlivánanda 
Vidyüáságara Bhattácárya.  Caloutta, 1873. 

Chronological Tablets containing corresponding dates of different areas used 
in India. By Girisa Candra Tarkalankara. Calcutta, 1883. 

Collection of tho Oriental Works, A. Ed. by Ramayana Tarkaratna. Published 
by tho Asiatic Society of Bengal, Now Series, No. 249, Calcutta, 1873. 

Concordance to the principal Upanisada and Bhagavad-gitá, A. See Upanisad- 
vakya-koga. 

Concordances. See: 


1. Concordance to the principal Upanisads and Bhagavad-gita, A. See 
Upanisad-vákya-kosa. 
2. Vedic Concordance, A. See also Index. 


Dakga-smpfti. See Smrtinaém samuccaysh, pp. 72-84. 
Daréana-sütras. See Sutras—Darégana. 
Da$a-Slokt. By Nimbarka. See list A. 
Devaprasáda. See List of Sanskrit Manuscripts. 
Dharma-ástra. Text containing Yájüavalkya-smrti, etc. Vol. I, Part I. 
Ed. by Manmatha Nath Dutt. Calcutta, 1908. 
Dictionary of the technical terms of the Nyáya Philosophy. See Nyüy&-kosa. 
Dictionaries. See: 
1. Amara-kosa. 
2. Nyaéya-kosa. 
3. Sanskrit-English Dictionary, A. By A. Monier-Williams. 2nd Ed., 
Oxford, 1899. 


Dharma-sttras. See Sütras—Dharma. 


Eggeling, Julius. See Windsich, Ernest and Eggeling, Julius. 
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Gaudapada. Gaudapada-bhasya on the Samkhya-kériké. See Samkhya. 
kariké. 

Gautama-dharma-sastra. Ed. by Adolf Friedrich Stenzler. London, 1876. 

Grhya-sutras. See Sütras—Grhya. i 


Hiraņyakoeśi-śrauta-sūtra. See Satyaüs&dha-Srauta-sütra. 
Hari-vamsa. See Mahabharata. 


Index to the names in the Mahabharata. By the late S. Sórensen. London, 
1904. 
Indexes. See: 
1. Index to the names in the Mahābhārata. 
2. Vedic Index of Names and Subjects. See also Concordance. 
Iévarakrsna. See Samkhya-karika. 


Jacob, G. A. See: 
1l. Laukike-nyáyàüjali. 
2. Upanisad-vakya-kosa. 
Jaimini. See Mimümsà&-sütras. 


Kanáda. See Vaisegika-sütras. 

Kantha-áruti-upanigad. See Collection of Oriental Works, A, pp. 281-294. 

Káthaka-samhitá. Ed. by Leopold von Sehróder. Leipzig, 1900. 

Kathavate, Abaji Visnu. See Report on the Search for Sanskrit Manuscripts 
in the Bombay Presidency during the years 1891-95. 

Kaugsitaki-brahmana. (Also called Sámkháyana-brüáhmana.) Ed. by Gulab, 
rayu Vajesamkara. Anandaérama Sans. Series, No. 65, Poona, 1911. 

Keith, A. B. See Macdonell, A. A. and Keith, A. B. 

Kullukabhatta. Manv-artha-muktávali. See Manu-smrti. 

Kurma-puréna. Ed. by Nilamani Mukhopádhyüya. Bibliotheca Indica, No. 15, 
Calcutta, 1890. 


Laukika-nyáyáüjali. By G. A. Jacob. 3 parts, Bombay, 1900-04. 

List of Sanskrit Manuscripts discovered in Ouch during the year 1877. Prepared 
by Devi Prasáda. Allahabad, 1878. 

Macdonell, A. A. and Keith, A. B. See Vedic Index of Names and Subjects. 


Mahabharata (including Hari-vamsa). Ed. by the learned Pandits attached to 
the establishment of the Education Committee. Published by the Asiatic 
Society of Bengal. % vols., Calcutta, 1834—39. 

.. Do. With the tika of Nilakantha. Ed. by Paficénana Tarkaratna 
Bhattacárya. 2 parts. Vangavasi Press, Calcutta, 1908-09, 2nd ed. 

Do. With the tika of Nilakantha. 5 vols., Bombay, 1878. 
Maitrayani-samhité. Ed. by Leopold von Schréder. Leipzig, 1881. 
Manu-smrti. With the commentary called ‘Manv-artha-muktavali” by 

Kullukabhatta. Ed. by Vasudeva Sarman. Bombay, 1929, 8th Ed, 

Manv-artha-muktával By Kullukabhatta. See Manu-smrti, 
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Mimáàms&-sütras of Jaimini. With tho commentary of Sabara Svamin. Ed. by 
Mahesh Chandra Nyáyaratna. 2 vols., Bibliotheca Indica, No. 46, 
Calcutta, 1873-89. 

Monier-Williams, Monier. See Sanskrit-English Dictionary, A. 


Narayanatirtha. Candrik&à. See Samkhya-kériké. 

Nimbarka. Daéa-Sloki. See list A. 

Nyaya-koga or Dictionary of the technical terms of the Nyáya Philosophy. By 
Bhima Acarya Jhaélakikara. 3rd Ed. Revised and re-edited by Vasudeva 
Sastrin Abhayankara. Published by the Bhandarkar Oriental Research 
Institute, Poona, 1928. 


Pánini. Püáànini-sütras. See Siddhánte-kaumudi, 
Patañjali. See Yoga-stitras. 
Puranas. See: 


l. Bhágavata-puràna. 

2. Brahma-vaivarta-puraéna. 
3. Kürma-puràna. 

4. Visnu-purana. 


Pürva&a-mimüámsa-sütras. See Mimámsa-sütras. 


Report on the Search for Sanskrit Manuscripts in the Bombay Presidency during 
the years 1884-87. By R. G. Bhandarkar. Bombay, 1894. 
Report on the Search for Sanskrit Manuscripts in tho Bombay Presidency during 
the years 1891-95. By Abaji Visnu Kathavate. Bombay, 1901. 
Rg-veda-samhité. Pada text. Ed. by F. Max Müller. London, 1873. 
t 
Sabara Svamin. Sabara-bhagya. See Mimümsà-sütras. 
Samhitàs—Vedas. See: 


]. Atharva-veda-samhità. 


2. Rg-veda-samhita. 

3. Kathaka-samhita. 

4. Maitráyani-samhitàá. : T 
5. Taittiriya-samhita. Vrajurvedn samt) 


0. Vájasaneyi-samhità. 


Samhitás—Smptis. Seo Smrtis. 

Samkara Misra. Commontary on the Vaisesika-siitras. See Vaisegika-sütras. 

Samkhya-kariké. By Iévarakygna. With Geudapüda's commentary and an 
exposition called 'Candrikà" by Néréyanatirtha. Ed. by Becanaréma 
Tripáthin. Benares Sans. Series, No. 9, Benares, 1883. 

Sünkhyüyana-bráhmana. Soe Kausitaki-bráhmana. 

Sanskrit-English Dictionary, A. By Monier Williams. 2nd Ed., Oxford, 1899. 

Satapatha-brahmana. Ed. by Albrecht Weber. Berlin and London, 1855. 

Satyüsádha-$rauta-sütras. (Also called " HiranyakeSi-árauta-sütras.) With the 
commentary called “Jyotsna’’ by Gopináthabhatte. Ed. by KAéfnAtha 
Sàstrin Āgāśe. Vol. 9. Anandáérama Sans. Series, No. 53, Poona, 1898. 
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Siddhánta-kaumud!. By Bhattoji Diksita, commentary on the Pánini-sütras. 
With the commentary ''Bála-manoramá" by Vasudeva Diksite. 2 vols. 
Ed. by S. Candraéekhara Sástrigal. Trichinopoly, 1910-11. 

Smrtinám samuccayah (containing 27 smrtis, viz. Atri-smrti, Dakga-smrti, 
Vaéistha-smrti, etc.). Ed. by the Pandits of the Ánandáérama. Anand- 
&4rama Sans. Series, No. 48, Bombay, 1905. 


Smrtis. See: 
1. Atri-smrti. See Smrtinàm samuccayah, pp. 28-34. 
2. Daksa-smrti. See ditto, pp. 72-89. 
3. Gautama-smrti. See Gautama-dharma-Sástra. 
4. Manu-smrti. 
5. VaSistha-smrti. See Smrtinàm samuccayah, pp. 187-236. 
6. Yàjüevalkya-smrti. See Dharma-éüstras. Text, pp. 1—89. 


Sórensen, S. See Index to the Names of the Mahabharata. 

Supplementary Catalogue of the Sanskrit, Pali and Prakrit Books in the Library 
of the British Museum. Acquired during the years 1906-28. Compiled 
by Dr. L. D. Barnett. London, 1928. 

Sütras—Dar$anas. See: 


1, Brahma-sutras of Badaraéyana. See list A. 
Pürva-mimámsá-sütras of Jaimini. See Mimüámsà&-sütras. 
S&ámkhya-sütras of Kapila. 

Yoga-sutras of Pataüjali. 

Vaiáegika-sütras of Kanada. 
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Sütras—Dharma. See Apastamba-dharma-sitra. 
Sitras—Grhya. See Aévalayana-grhya-sutra. 
Sütras—Srauta. See: 
1. Apastamba-6rauta-sütra. 
2. Hiranyake$Si-érauta-sütra. See Satyüsüdha-6rauta-sütra. 
3. Satyüsaádha-6reuta-sütra. (Also called Hiranyakesi-srauta-sitra.) 


Teittiriya-áranyake. With the commentary of S&yana. Ed. by Babu Sastrin 
Phadke. Anandáérama Sans. Series, No. 36, Poona, 1897. 

Taittirlya-brahmana. With the commentary "Vedünta-prakáéa" by Sayana. 
Ed. by Rájendralále Mitra, Bibliotheca Indica, No. 31, 3 vols., Calcutta, 
1859-90. 

Taittiriya-saņmhitā. Transliterated in roman characters. Ed. by Albrecht 
Wober. Indische Studien Series, Nos. 11 and 12, 2 vols, Leipzig, 1871-72. 

Tandya-mahé-bréhmana. (Also called Pañca-viņśa-bráåhmaņa.) With the 
commentary of S&yana. Ed. by Anandacandra Vidyavagiéa. Biblio- 
theca Indica, No. 62, 2 vols., Calcutta, 1870-74. 


Upanisads. See list A. 
Upanisad-vakya-kosa, or Concordance to the principal Upanisads and Bhagavad- 
gità, A. By G. A. Jacob. Bombay, 1891. 
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Vajasaneyi-samhité. With the commentary of Mahidhara. Ed. by Albrecht 
Weber. Berlin and London, 1852. 

Vaiáesika-sütras of Kanüda. With the commentary of Samkara Miára. Ed. by 
Jayanarayana Tarkapaficinana. Bibliotheca Indica, New Series, 
Calcutta, 1861. 

Vaá&istha-smrti. See Smrtinim samuccayah, pp. 181-235. 

Vasudeva Diksita. Baéla-manoramé. See Siddhànta-kaumudl. 

Vedic Concordance, A. By Maurice Bloomfield. Harvard Oriental Series, 
No. 10, Harvard, 1906. 

Vedic Index of Names and Subjects. By A. A. Macdonell and A. B. Keith. 
2 vols., London, 1912. 

Visnu-purána. With the commentary "Sva-preká$a" by Sridhara Svamin. 
Ed. by Jivànande Vidydsagara Bhattacarya. Calcutta, 1882. 


Windisch, Ernest. See Catalogue of Sanskrit Manuscripts in the Library of 
Indie Office. 


Yàjüevalkya-smrti. See Dharma-sastra. Text, pp. 1-89. 

Yoga-sütras of Pataüjali. With the tiká of Vàcaspati Misra and bhasya of 
Vyasa. Ed. by Kashinatha Sastrin Agase. Anandaésrama Sans. Series, 
No. 47, Poona, 1904. 


Brahma B. .. 
Brh. 


C.M.B. 
C.S.8. 
C.U. 


Cat.Cat. 
Chand. 
Cul. 


D.P. 
D.S. 
D.Sm. 


G.B. 
G.D.S. 
G.K. 


ABBREVIATIONS USED 


Acarya-carita. 
Amara-kosa. 
Audumbara-samhitá. 
Adhyütma-sudhà&-taranginl. 
Atri-smrti. 

Agni-purána. 
Aitareya-upanisad. 
Aitareya-üáranyaka. 
Aitareya-brahmana. 
Apastamba-dharma-sitra. 
Apastamba-érauta-sitra. 
Aévalayana-grhya-siitra. 
Atharva-veda-samhita. 


Quoted by Baladeva. 
Báàla-manoramaà. 

British Museum Catalogue. 
Bhakta-málá. 


.. Quoted by Bhaskara. 


Bhaskara’s Commentary on the Brahma-sütras, 
Bhavisya-purana. 

Bhàgavata-purána. 

Brahma-sütra. 

Brahma-vaivarta-puraila. 
Brahma-bindu-upanigad. 
Brhadaéranyaka-upanigad. 


Chandoga-mantra-bráhmana. 

Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series. 

A Concordance to the principal Upanigads and 
Bhagavad-gita. 

Catalogus Catalogorum. 

Chándogya-upanigad. 


.. Culiké-upanisad. 


Dikgé-tattva-prakésa. 


.. Daésa-éloky, 


Daksa-smrti. 


Govinda-bhásya. 
Gautama-dharma-Sàstra. 
Gaudapü&da-küriká. 
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G.M. 
G.P. 
G.P.T. 
Gita. 


Hari V. 


I.O.C. 
I.P. 
Isa. 


Jabala. 


K.D. 
K.F. 
K.R. 
K.S.S. 
K.V.S. 
Katha. 


Kath. Sam... 


Kaus. 
Kena. 


L.M. 
L.N. 
L.S. 
L.S.V. 


M.R. 
M.RS. 
M.Sam. 
M.W. 
Maha. 


Maha. Up. 


Mahanar. 
Maitri. 
Mand. 
Manu. 
Mudg. 
Mukti. 
Mund. 


Nar. 
N.B. 


Nr.Pur. 
Nr.Ut. 
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Guru-bhakti-mandakini. 
Gopala-paddhati. 
Gopála-pürva-tapani-upanisad. 
Bhagavad-gità. 


Hari-vamáa. 


India Office Catalogue. 
Indian Philosophy, Vol. 2. 
Iéa-upanisad. 


Jabàla-upanisad. 


Krama-dipika. 
Kurma-puréna. 
Kalagni-rudra-upanisad. 
Kasi Sanskrit Series. 
Katy&yana-vartika-sütra. 
Katha-upanigad. 
Kathaka-samhita. 
Kausitaki-upanisad. 
Kena-upanisad. 


Laghu-manjusa. 
Laukika-nyayanjali. 
Laghu-stava-raja-stotram. 
Laghu-stavavali. 


Mantrartha-rahasya. 
Mantra-rahasya-sodasi. 
Maitréyani-samhita. 
Sanskrit-English Dictionary. 
Mahabharata, Asiatic Society edition. 
Meaha-upanisad. 
Mahànàrayana-upanigad. 
MaitrI-upanisad. 
Mànduükya-upanisad. 
Manu-samhità. 
Mudgala-upanisad. 
Muktika-upanisad. 
Mundaka-upanisad. 


Naraéyana-upanisad. 

Number of sutras according to Nimbarka’s com- 
mentary. 

Nrsimha-purva-tapani-upanigad. 

Nrsimha-uttara-tápani-upanisad. 
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Prasna. 
Pu.Mi.Su. 


R. 
Rep. Bh. 


Rep. Kath. .. 


Rg. V. 


8. 
S.A.M. 
S.B. 


Svadhar. MS. 


Svet. 
Subala. 
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A Catalogue of Sanskrit Manuscripts in the Private 
Libraries of the North-West Provinces. 


List of Sanskrit Manuscripts discovered in Oudh. 


Prapanna-kalpa-valli. 
Prameya-ratnévali. 
Prapanna-sura-taru-mafijari. 
Pánini-sütra. 
Prasna-upanisad. 
Pürva-mimámsá-sütra. 


Quoted by Rámànuja. 

Report on the Search for Sanskrit Manuscripts in 
the Bombay Presidency. (Bhandarkar.) 

Report on the Search for Sanskrit Manuscripts in 
the Bombay Presidency. (Kathavate.) 

Rg-veda-samhità. 


^. 


Quoted by Samkara. 

Suklücüárya-mata-samgraha. 

Samkara's commentary on the Bra&ahma-sütras, 
Kasi Sans. Series. 

Siddhanta-jahnavl. 

Sruty-anta-kalpa-valli. 

Sri-Nimb&rkdoadryas tan mata ca. 

Saviéesa-nirvisega-Sri-Krsna-stava-raja. 

Sri-Nimbarka-mah&-munindra. 

Srt-Nimbarka-vratotsava-nirnava. 

Stotra-ratnávah. 

Sruty-anta-sura-druma. 

Niddhünta-setukà. 

Sabara's commentary on the Pürva-1inImámsá-sütra., 

Samkhya-karika. 

Saémkhya-sutras. 

Satapatha-brahmana. 

Satya&sadha-Srauta-sutra. 

Siddhanta-kaumudl. 

Siddhánta-ratna. By Baladeva. 

Quoted by Srikantha. 

Srikantha's commentary on the Brahma-sütras. 

Skanda-upanisad. 

Sri-bhagya. Madras edition. 

Sva-dharmümrta-sindhu. 

Sva-dharmüdhva-bodha. Manuscript. 

SvetüSvatara-upanisad. 

Sub&la-upanisad. 
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TLE; vex .. Tattva-prakasika. 

Tait. Y .. "Teittirlya-upanisad. 

Tait. Ar.  .. .. Taittirlya-áranyaka. 

Tait. Br... .. Taittirlya-brahmana. 

Tait. Sam. .. .. Taittirlya-samhita. 

Tand. Br. .. .. Tandya-maha-bréhmana. 
V.C. = .. A Vedic Concordance. 

V.D. T a Vedanta-dipa. 

V.K. = .. VWedanta-kaustubha. 
V.K.P. € .. Vedanta-kaustubha-prabha. 
V.K.V. Es .. Wedanta-karikavali. 

V.M. ae .. VWVedánta-ratna-málá. 

V.P. - .. Visnu-puràna. 

V.P.S. xa .. Vedanta-parijata-saurabha, 
V.R.M. a .. WVedáünta&-ratna-maüjüsgá. 
V.S. kd .. Vedénta-sara. 

V.Sm. " .. Vaáistha-smrti. 

V.Su. i: .. Vaisesika-sitras. 

Vasu. e ..  Vàásudeva-upanisad. 

Ved. In. vt .. Vedic Index of Names and Subjects. 
Ved. Pari. .. .. Vedanta-paribhasa. 

Vj. S. is .. Vajasaneya-samhita. 

Y.S. T ..  Yoga-sütra. 

Y.M.D. $5 .. Yatindra-mata-dipika. 
Yaj. Sm. ... .. WYàjüavalkya-smrti. 
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Abheda-váda, criticism of, III. 173. 

Abheda and Bheda Vakyas, recon- 
ciliation of, ITI. 99. 

Abhipratürin, Ksatriya, I. 199. 

Acit, three kinds of, III. 87; Baladeva’s 
doctrine of, III.228; views of 
Nimbàrka contrasted with those of 
Bháskara on, III. 192. 

Action, knowledge being a subsidiary 
element of, IT, 715. 

Adhvaryu, meaning of, I. 77 fn. 

Adhvaryu, II. 624. 

Adhyàtma-sudhataranginl, a work of 
Purusottamaprasada II, TIT. 174. 

Adhyàsa, doctrine of, I. 443. 

Adhyasa-vada, criticism of, III. 136. 

Adhyasa-vada, Purusottaemaprasaáda's 
criticism of, III. 163. * 

Adhyasa-vada, criticism of, III. 144. 

Aditi, the mother of gods, III. 276. 

Advaita doctrine of Iévara, criticism 
of, III. 155. 

Advaita-váda, Nimbarka flourishing 
during an age of, IIT. 9. 

Advaita view, criticism of, LII. 153. 

Advaita view of moksa, criticism of, 
III. 130. 

Advaita view of the jagat, criticism of, 
III. 127 

Advaita view, Purugottamapresáda's 
criticism of, ITI. 175. 

Adrsta (the unseen principle) ultimate 
cause of difference among souls, 1. 
440ff. 

Agni, sacrifices of animals to, II. 503. 

Agni-hotra, II. 519. 

Agni-rahasya, title, I. 76 fn. 

Air, origin of, I. 395f.; one of the tive 
elements first created by God, 
III. 93. 

Aitareya, II. 658. 

Aitihya-tattva-raddhanta, a work of 
Nimbàárke, ITI. 12. 

Ajatasatru (King), dialogue between 
Bálüki and, I. 242ff. 

Ajfidna, having no substratum, III. 
146; having no object and existence, 
III. 149. 

Akartrtva-váda, criticism of, III. 127. 

Aksara-vidyà, III. 701. 

Aksaya-trytiyá-vrata, III. 274. 

Anantarüma, III. 178. 

Atga-nyasa, TII. 267. 
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Animals, killing of sacrificial animals 
beneficial to themselves, II. 503. 

Aniruddha, origin of, I. 383; reference 
to, III. 75. 

Anistha, meaning forbidden deeds, II. 


Anirvacanlya, outside the sphere of all 
pramanas, III. 177. 

AnuyBje, II. 715. 

Anyath&bhedànupapatti, II. 655. 

Aprakrta, meaning and nature of, 1. 
14ff.; a kind of the non-sentient dif- 
ferent from prakrti and kàla, IIT. 59. 

Aprameyatva-vada, criticism of, III. 
78. 


Apürva-vidhi, meaning of, I. 10 fn. 

Aruna, acc. to one account the father's 
name of Nimbarka, IIT. 2. 

Asampradayikas, one kind of Vaisnava, 
III. 256. 

Asatkaryavada, doctrine of, I. 288f. 

Atoms, doctrine of causality of, IL. 
338f.; four kinds of, I. 339; non- 
activity of, I. 341ff.; relation of 
inherenco between, I. 343f.; non- 
eternity of, I. 345f.; colour, etc. of, 
1. 345f.; qualities of, I. 340f. 

Atomism, refutation of the doctrine of, 
I. 313f. 

Atyanta-bheda-vüda, criticism of, III. 
173. 

Audulomi, teacher, individual soul 
denoting Brahman acc. to, I. 254f.; 
suggesting the performance of the 
subsidiary parts of sacrifice by the 
officiating priest, II. 767. 

Aupadhika, acc. to Bhàskara difference 
of the soul from Brahman as such, 
ITI. 189. 

Avaccheda-vada, criticism of, III. 86, 
120. 

Avakirni-paéu, II. 761. 

Avataras, various kinds of, III. 77. 

Aveéavataras, IT. 613. 

Acarya-carita, a work of Anantarüma, 
III. 179. ‘ 
Ácüryaspüda, the father’s name of 

rinivàse, III. 67 

Aditya, III. 89. 

Anandamaya-vidya, II. 701. 

Aruni, I. 3. See also Jayanteya, 

Haripriya, Havirdhāna, and Sudar- 

sana. 


( 301 ) 


2I 


302 DOOTRINES OF NIMBARKA AND HIS FOLLOWERS 


Aémaratha, sage, view of, I. 138; 
individual soul denoting Brahman 
acc. to, I. 253f.; III. 6. 


Atharvana. two kinds of knowledge 


mentioned in, I. 128. 
Atreya, the teacher, II. 766. 


Bahvrca, meaning of, I. 77. 

Baladeva, interpretation of ‘Gati’ acc. 
to, I. 52; enquiry into Brahman 
according to, I. 21; nature of creator 
according to, I. 46, 47, 49. 

Bauddha, III. 42. 

Badarayana, possibility of Brahma 
worship by gods considered by, I 
179f.; reference to, II. 574. 

Badari, teacher, view of, I. 139. 

BádarI-áárama, III. 7. 

Báláki, sage, dialogue between Ajata- 
satru and, I. 242. 

Bhaktas, kinds of, III. 242. 

Bhakti, nature and pre-requisites of, 
III. 233; modes and kinds of, III. 
238; S&ádhanarüpikà, III. 102; phala- 
rüpà, III. 102. 

Bhakti-yoga, III. 102. 

Bhakta and‘ Abhakta’ explanations of, 
I. 408. 

Bhaskara, enquiry into Brahman ac- 
cording to, I. 19; II. 491; II. 510. 
Bhedábheda doctrine, Nimbarka the 

first systematic propounder of, III. 6. 

Bhüman, meaning of, I. 151. 

Bhüma-vidyá, II. 701. 

Bhür-loka, occupying & space of fifty 
Koti Yojanas, III. 92. 

Bhuvar-loka, inhabited by perfected 
souls, III. 92. 

Bliss, Brahman with relation to, I, 54. 

Body, earthly nature and worthless- 
ness of, I. 472. 

Brahmacarya, meaning of, I. 118. 
Brahmaloka, attainment of, I. 160; 
going of individual souls to, I. 167. 

Brahma-mimémaa, I. 19. 

Brahman—difference between indivi- 
dual soul and, I. 61ff., 91ff.; desire 
of, I. 60, 62ff.; free from dependence, 
I. 62ff.; individual soul unites with 
bliss in, I. 64ff.; qualities of, I. 67ff.; 
diferente between Véfla and, I. 69 

; ether referred as, I. 71f.; as that 
Bae consists of, I. 91ff.; appro- 
priateness of attributes of, I. 95ff.; 
designation of object and agent with 
reference to, I. 97f.; celebrity of 
teaching regarding, I. 91ff.; different 
words denoting individual soul and, 
I. 98; Smrti text on difference bet- 
ween individual soul and, I. 99f.; 
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'enjoyer', I. 285ff.; 


individual soul controlled by, I. 
334f.; abode of, I. 113f.; same as 
pleasure, I. 114ff.; path of wor- 
shipper of, I. 116ff.; difference 
between sphere of matter and that of, 
I. 120; individual soul’s entrance 
into, L 50f.; reasons for enquiry 
into, I. 6 fn.; as that which consists 
of bliss, I. 54ff.; difference between 
Prakrti and, I. 126; invisibility of, 
I. 127ff.; imperishability of, I. 128f.; 
Vedanta-parijata-Saurabha on cha- 
racteristics of, I. 22ff.; as inner con- 
troller, I. 121ff.; as object of medita- 
tion, I. 100ff.; abode of, I. 100ff.; 
attributes and difference of, I. 130; 
form of, I.131; VaiSvanara an 
epithet of, I. 132ff.; doctrine of 
causality of, I. 267ff., 307ff.; origin 
of, I.22ff.; consideration of works of 
individual souls by, I. 319ff.; ap- 
propriateness of all attributes of, 
I. 322f.; transformation of, I. 305ff.; 

independent of actions of individual 
soul, I. 439ff.; as material cause of 
ether, 1.394; as becoming the 
transformation 
of, I. 261ff.; relation between in- 
dividual soul and, I. 85ff.; 297ff.; as 
source of beings, I. 263; as object 
to be seen, I. 251f.; concordance of 
scriptures with regard to, I. 31ff.; 
requisite qualities for enquiry into, 
I. 6f.; sense-organs of, I. 316f.; rela- 
tion between universe and, I. 372£.; 

difference between individual soul 
and, I. 436ff.; creator of names and 
forms, I.471ff.; concordance of 
scriptural texte with regard to, I. 
251f.; Atharvanika conception of, 
I. 436; non-separation of universe 
from, I. 302f.; doctrine of causality 
of, I.325ff.; difference between 
individual soul and, I. 208, 224, 247; 
as limitary support, I. 167; nature 
of, I. 1; non-origination of, I. 397f.; 
desire of creation of, I. 304, 400; 
knowledge and kind in relation to, 
I. 404; concordance of Vedas and 
Vedàntas with regard to, I. 264; 
non-difference between world and, 
I. 297; Vital-breath as referred as, 
i. 73; designation of, I. 206; as 
‘person within’, I. 111; universality 
of knowing, I. 51; relation between 
elements and, I. 389, 404; resolution 
of, I. 200; as ‘Eater’, I. 105; re- 
membrance of, I. 139; dependence of 
Pradhina on, I. 218; cause of 
universe, I. 6, 50, 91; as cause of 
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bliss of individual soul, I. 58; 
scriptural support of causality of, 
I. 52; difference between individual 
soul and, I. 247; as material cause 
and efficient cause, I. 257, 268, 274; 
referred as, ‘Unborn One’, I. 228; 
three-fold meditation on, I. 87; 
same as Iévara, I. 27; same as self, 
I. 8; knowledge of, I. 65 enquiry 
into, I. 1; as the plenty of, I. 150; 
manifestations of, 1I.138; as an 
object to be approached by the freed, 
I. 145; Smrti texts with reference to, 
I. 266; as ‘what is measured’, I. 175; 
as ‘small’ (ether), I. 163; ‘non- 
existent’ refers to, I.239f.; an 
‘object which one sees’, I. 159; light 
referred as, I. 74; same as Krsna, 
I. 8; pre-requisites to the enquiry 
into, I. 19; meaning of, I. 1, 16; 
source of, I. 27; distinction between 
individual soul and, I. 419; absence 
of external implements in, I. 302; 
command of, I. 158; identification of, 
I. 140; creation of, I.304, 318; 
omnipotence of, I.315; ultimate 
cause of universe, I. 237; ou 
of, I. 179; as the imperishable, 

150; difference between individual 
soul and, I.149; as support of 
heaven, earth and so on, I.143; 
immediate place of deep sleep, II. 
518; both savisesa and nirviSesa, 
II. 524; possessed of difference, 
devoid of difference, II. 624; Nira- 
k&ra-upüsen& of, II. 527; possessed 
of two-fold characteristics, II. 529, 
540, 532; two forms of, II. 542; 
incessant repetition of the Sadhanas 
resulting in the direct vision of, IT. 
547; a relation of natural difference 
non-difference between the soul and, 
II. 555; an absolute non-difference 
between individual soul and, IT. 556; 
no equal and no superjor of, II. 
568; ‘all-pervasiveness’ of, II. 569; 
eight attributes of, II. 662; freed 
soul attaining distinctionless form 
of, II. 668; people deviating from 
their stages of life not entitled to the 
knowledge of, II. 764; attaining Him 
by & knower dying at night, II. 831; 
sole cause of creation, maintenance 
and destruction of the universe, 
III. 18; both the material and effi- 
cient cause of the universe, III. 18; 
doctrine of causality of, III. 19; 
both transcendent and immanent, 
III. 19, 24; cause of the universe and 
its soul, III. 23; nature and qualities 
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of, ITI. 71; forms and manifestations 
of, III. 75; knowledge through scrip- 
ture alone, III. 110; criticism of the 
Advaita views of, III. 124; unlike 
Raémanuja, Nimbarka identifying it 
with Krgna, III. 180; Karana-rupa 
and Ka4rya-rupa of, III. 183; wor- 
shipped, as a formless and distinc- 
tionless entity, III. 186; essential 
nature, attributes, and powers of, 
III. 216; forms and manifestations 
of, III. 220. 

Brahmana-mendicant, II. 488. 

Brahma-sutras, interpretation of, II. 
475. 

Brahma-vidy&, exclusion of Südras 
from, I. 194; rights of gods in, I. 190. 

Brahma-vaivarta-purana, III. 14. 

Brahma, legond regarding the name 
‘Nimbarka’ given by, III. 4. 

Brahmanda, proof of endlessness of, 
III. 93. 

Buddhi, absence of agentship of, I. 430. 

Buddhism, refutation of views of, 
I. 348; doctrine of aggregation in, 
I. 348; doctrine of causality accord- 
ing to, I. 348; four schools of, T. 349; 
doctrine of momentariness in, I. 351, 
353, 366; doctrine of destruction in, 
I. 356; salvation according to, I. 358; 
four-fold truths in, I. 358. 

Brhadaranyaka, II. 507; II. 542; II. 
047. 

Brhadéranyaka Upanisad, self accord- 
ing to, I. 8. 


Caitraratha, Kgatriya, I. 198f. 

Càndr&yana, penance practised 
seeing a fallen Bráhmana, II. 764. 

Carana—meaning not work lent con- 
duct; designation in the Veda of; 
metaphorical connotation of work; 
meaning good and bad deeds; 
II. 487. 

Cause—difference between effect and, 
1. 326 fn.; relation between effect 
and, I. 326 fn.; conception of, I. 26; 
discourse on two souls entering into, 
I. 107ff. 

Cakrayana, teaching of, I. 73f. 

Carvakas, regarding the relation bet. 
ween the soul and the body the 
view of the, II. 692. 

Cāturmāsya, sacrifice, I. 5, 35. 

Chàndogya, II. 525; meaning of, I. 
77 fn. 

Cit, nature, size and kind of, III. 78; 
views of Nimb&arka contrasted with 
those of Bhaskara on, III. 187; 
Baladeva's doctrine of, III. 225. 


in 
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Citragupta, II. 493. 

Consciousness, reality of, I. 362ff. 

Creation, vital breath and the rest 
prior to, I. us non-existence of 
effect prior to, I. 203ff.; nature of 
universe prior to, II. 296; individual 
soul in relation to, I. 307; effected 
through mere wish of Brahman, I. 
304f., 400f.; inconsistencies in atomic 
theory of, I. 339ff. ; order of, I. 389ff., 
404ff. 

Creator, conception of, I. 54; golden- 
coloured, II. 550. 

Cyavana,  Brahma-sage, 
I. 311. 


power of, 


Dahara, II. 673. 

Dahara-vidyà, II. 640. 

Dandin, a legend regarding the name 
‘Nimbarka’, given by, III. 4-5. 

Daréanopásanà, II. 794. 

Da$a-6lokI, a small work hy Nimbarka, 
III. 8. 

Daéaharaé-vrata, TIT. 274. 

Devaki, III. 275. 

Devanadi, Sudaréana-&árama situated 
on the bank of, III. 1. 

Devücárye, III. 107. 

Devotion, a supreme sadhana, III. 53. 

Dharmadaaa, III. 178. 

Dharmadeva, III. 174. 

Dhrstedyumna, II. 496. 

Dik, a presiding deity of organ of 
knowledge, III. 89. 

Dikgé, discourse on, III. 255. 

Divinity, powers of, I. 314f. 

Dogs people attaining the birth of, 
II. 480. 

Dreams, individual soul creating, 
II. 506. 

Dream-chariots, supreme soul creating, 
II. 511 

Dream-cognitions, distinct from wak- 
ing cognitions, I. 364f. 

Dream-object, created by the Lord 
alone, II. 511, 516. 

Drone, for the destruction of, II. 496. 

Drsti-Sreti-váda, criticism of, III. 171. 


Earth, origin of, I. 399f*; one of the 
first created elements by God, III. 
93. 

Effect, doctrine of pre-existence of, 


I. 293ff.; qualities of, I. 326 fn. 
Eggeling, . 9; III. 182. 
Eka-jiva-vada, criticism of, III. 87, 

127. 


Ekamevádvitlyam, criticism of, III. 
150. 
Ekéntins, devotion of, II. 589. 
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Elements, order of origin of, I. 389ff.; 
order of dissolution of, I. 402f.; 

Entity, origin of, I. 360f.; remembrance 
of, I. 360f. 

Ether, Brahman denoted by, I.71f.. 
156, 160, 168ff.; non-distinction of, 
I. 359f.; origin of, I. 389ff.; one of 
the five elements first created by 
God, III. 93. 

Evolution, order of, I. 407f. 


Fire, knowledge of, II. 493; six in 
Brhadaranyaka, II. 579; mystery of, 
II. 610; one of the five elements 
first created by God, III. 93. 

Food not restricted to a knower of 
Brahman or to non-knower in event 
of danger of life, II. 748 ; no restric- 
tion in taking on the part of the 
person knowing vital-breath in time 
of danger to life, II. 746; same as 
earth, I. 399ff. 

Forms, identity of Vidyàs due to non- 
difference of, II. 662. 

Freed Soul, attaining relatives and so 
on at will, II. 869; having power of 
realizing its wishes, II. 874; declared 
as omniscient, II. 876; no mention 
of it as the creator in the texts 
designating creation, II. 877. 


Gantr, five different views regarding. 
II. 856. 


Gantavya, five different views ro- 
garding, IT. 856. 

Gárgi, IT. 645. 

Garuda, II. 850. 

Gaudapéda-Karika, III. 14. 


Gautama, father of  Svetaketu, 
II. 477; Jābāla initiated and taught 
by, I. 202. 


Gavamayana, II. 690. 

Gayatri, two-fold implication of, I. 76 
fn., 77. 

Glory of Ràdhá-Krgne, the central 
point of Nimb&rka’s doctrine, III. 6. 

Ghrtürnava, III. 92. 

Gods, corporality of, I. 179ff.; worship 
of Brahman, I. 179ff.; non-eternity 
of, 1. 183ff.; rights to Madhu-vidya 
on the part of, I. 190ff. 

God possessed souls, IT. 616. 

Golden-coloured creator, II. 714. 

Gopá&la-mantra, ITI. 256. 

Gopála-pürva-tápant, II. 658. 

Gopá&la-uttara-t&pant-upanisad, II, 681, 

Grace, theory of, III. 105. 

Gunas, three kinda of, I. 14. 

Gurjara, III. 6. . 
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Guru, intermediary between the in. 
dividual soul and the Lord, III. 55. 

Guru, qualifications of, III. 118. 

Gurüpasatti, general nature of, III. 55; 
adhikarins of, IIT. 56; according to 
Sundarabhatta, general nature of, 
III. 117; successive stages of, II. 
119. 


Hamsávatàra, Lord Visnu's manifesta- 
tion as a swan, I. 5. 

Haripriya, a name of Nimbárka, III. 3. 
See also Aruni. 

Harivyàsadeva, a staunch supporter of 
non-violence, ITI. 133. 

Havirdhàna, a name of Nimbárka, 
III. 3. See also Aruni. 

Hayagriva, III. 174. 

Hell, seven according to Smrpti, II. 492. 

Highest Person, II. 507; meditation 
on Highest Person as one's own self, 
II. 786. 

Highest Reality, according to Nim- 
barka Brahman, III. 18; not termed 
as Krsna by Bhaskara, III. 182; 
Ràmànuja's conception of it exactly 
similar to that of Nimbarka, III. 180. 

Highest self, not subject to Karmas, 
II. 520 and 622; the freed soul 
realizing itself as non-distinct from 
II. 863; the merging of the speech 
and the rest in II. 826. 

Hiranyagarbha, II. 604. 

Hite, II. 517. 

Hotr, II. 707. 

Householder, ‘sacrifice study’ indicat- 
ing the stage of a, IT. 731. 

Householder, view of Jaimini on the 
adoption of the stage of a, II. 729. 

Hrdyapeksaya, explanation of, I. 1778. 


Iksurasérnava, III. 92. 

Immortality, one standing on Brahman 
attaining, II. 731. 

Imperishable, declaration of Yàjíia- 
valkya regarding, II. 646. 

In-breathing, the primary agent of, 
II. 064. 

Indicatory mark, a nirapeksa devotee 
better than a man belonging to an 
aSrama on account of, II. 758. 

Individual soul,—cause of bliss of, 
I. 58ff.; unification of, I. 64ff.; dis- 
tinct from ‘Inner controller’, ‘Invisi- 
ble’, ‘Imperishable’, and the rest, 
I. 121ff.; bearer of vital-breath, I. 
147ff.; ‘Small one’ distinct from, 
I. 169ff.; different from Brahman, 
I. 208ff., 224ff., 247ff.; characteristic 
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marks of, I.240f.; creation of, 
I. 307; various forms of, I. 310f.; 
nature of, I. 407ff.; non-origin and 
eternity of, I. 408ff. ; as knower and 
eternal consciousness, I. 411f.; scrip- 
tural mention of ‘departure’ , etc. 
of, I. 413ff.; atomicity of, I. 413ff.; 
size of, J. 413, 415; abode of, I. 416f.; 
relation between knowledge and, 
I. 423, 417f.; attribute of, I. 417, 
419ff.; distinction between Brahman 
and, I. 419ff.; defects in doctrine of 
all-pervasiveness of, I.420, 424f.; 
comparison between Buddhi and, I. 
424ff.; as agent, I. 426ff.; taking by, 
I. 428; non-restriction of actions on 
the part of, I. 429f.; compared with 
carpenter, I. 423f.; control of agent- 
ship of, I. 433ff.; as a part of Brah- 
man, 1.430ff.; difference between 
Brahman and, T 436ff.; reasons for 
injunction and prohibition on, I. 
442f.; non-extension of, I. 443f.; 
non-acceptance of doctrines of all 
pervasiveness, etc. of, I. 444ff.; 
organs of, I. 450ff.; relation between 
sense-organs and, I. 466f.; trans- 
migration from one body to another 
of, II. 475; an implement of enjoy- 
ment of gods, II. 484; entering into 
itself during deep sleep, II. 667; 
attaining Lord through the path 
beginning with light manifested in 
its own undeveloped and natural 
forms, II. 859; not only jüàna but 
also jfiáte, III. 27; when in bondage 
neither omniscient not omnipotent, 
III. 29; a part of Brahman due to 
upadhis, III. 188. 

Indre,  vital-breath and,  I.81ff.; 
dialogue between Praterdana and, 
I. 81ff.; Brahman denoted by, I.81ff. 

Indriya- -nyasa, III. 267. 

Inner Controller, II. 526, 538. 


Jagannatha, according to one account 
father’s name of Nimbarka, III. 2; 

Jagaédhari, birthplace of Purusottama- 
prasáda (II), III. 174. 

Jaimini, teacher, view of, I. 138; 
difference between individual soul 
and Brahman according to, I. 247ff., 
reference to, II. 572. 

Jaina, III. 42. 

Jainism, refutation of views of, I. 369; 
seven categories according to, I. 
369; Pa&Supata doctrine of, I. 370ff, 

Jala-püjà, III. 274. 

Jambu, one of the seven islands as the 
Bhürloka consisted of, III. 92. 
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Janaka, II. 717. 

Jana-loka, abode of Brahman’s sons, 
ITI. 93. 

Janmástam!, one of the chief festivals 
of Vaisnavas, III. 274. 

Jayanti, according to one account the 
mother’s name of Nimbarka, III. 2. 

Jüyanteya, a name of Nimbarka, 
III. 3. See also Aruni. 

Jábüla, II. 658. 

Jahnavi, a ceremony on the birthday 
of, III. 274. 

Jámadagnya-ahtna sacrifice, IT. 645. 


Kadamba-puspa-puja, III. 274. 

Kahola, answer to the question of, 
II. 647. 

Kala, second kind of the acit, III. 94. 

K&lamukhas, doctrine of, I. 376. 

Kanada, doctrine of causality accord- 
ing to, I. 348. 

KB&ücang-bhümi, III. 93. 

Küpàlas, doctrine of, I. 376. 

Kapála-vedhae, III. 272. 

Kapila, same as Hiranyagarbha, I. 271; 
view of, I. 337, 339. 

Kara-nyasa, III. 267. 

Karma, Harivyüsedeva substituting 
*aprükrta' by, III. 134. 

Karma-Ka4nda, II. 678. ! 

Karma-mimémsa, study ôf Brahma- 
mimámsá and, I. 19. 

Karma, relation of vidyà to, III. 46. 

Karmas, beginninglessness of, I. 320; 
nature and fruits of, I. 5, 20; in 
case of exhaustion by enjoyment, 
II. 485; the decay of, IT. 629; at the 
time of the soul's separation from 
the final body all these decaying, 
II. 636; contradictory views of 
Nimbürka and others regarding the 
decayance of II. 638; Vidy& indepen- 
dent of and separate from, III. 48. 

Karma-Yoga, III. 101. 

Karmüngopàsana, II. 794. 

Kürsn&jini, II. 487. 

Kürtika or Vaigaékha, in which ‘Nim. 
barka was born, III. 2. 

K&rys-Brahman, II. 637; the soul at- 
taining the supreme Brahman 
through the, IT. 637. 

Ka4akrtma, teacher, individual soul 
denoting Brahman according to, 
1.265. 

Kausitaki, II. 590. 

Kausitaki-text, declaration of, II. 490. 


Kavasa, sages descending from, II. 721. 
Kekaya, II. 699. 
Keéava, III. 75. 


Kesavakéémiribhatta, III. 122. 
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Kevala-matrkanyasa, III. 266. 
Kesavadi—matrkinyasa, III. 266. 
Knowledge, existence of, I. 418; attri. 
bute of soul, I. 423; austerity alone 
the second branch of, II. 731; 
attainment of Brahman through, 
II, 713; a student dwelling in the 
house of & preceptor being the third 
branch of, II. 731; not subservient to 
work, II. 724; destruction of work 
by, II. 727; three branches of, II. 
731; sacrifice, study, and charity 
being the third branch of, II. 731; 
attainable through the grace of 
scripture and spiritual teacher, etc., 
II. 742; usefulness of works for 
giving rise to, II. 743; depending on 
the co-operation of works, II. 743; 
combined with works fit for leading 
to salvation, II.743; calmness 
essential on the part of the seeker of, 
II. 745; taking of improper food by a 
knower of Brahman in case of 
obligation not detrimental to, II.747 ; 
taking of improper food obstructing 
the full manifestation of, II, 747; 
removal] of obstructions giving rise 
to, II. 776; immediate cessation of all 
obstructions on the rise of, II. 795; 
chart of the sources of, III. 99. 
Krsna, an abode of an infinite number 
of auspicious qualities, III. 25; know- 
, ble from scripture alone, III. 26. 
Krte, name of die, I. 78. 
Ksérodakaérnava, III. 92. 
Kstrárnavo, III. 92. 
Kumáres, four in number produced by 
Brahma out of his mind, III. 5. 
Kunti, sons of, I. 180. 


Life, voluntary giving of it by a house- 
holder, II. 727. 

Light, Brahman denoted by, I. 74ff., 
206; origin of, I. 397ff.; conductor of 
the path towards salvation, II. 844. 

Lokamati, mother's name of Srinivasa, 
III. 67. 

Lord, practical mode of worshipping 
the, III. 262; different from indi- 
vidual soul just as the sun differing 
from its image, III. 537; manifesting 
in different forms, II. 566; two ways 
of meditating upon the, II. 631; 
everything being à manifestation of, 
II. 656; identity of Sri with the, 
II. 666; different devotees following 
different paths coming to have 
different intuitions of the, II, 687; 
vision of the Lord depending on the 
grace of, II. 690; contemplation on 
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Him as producing the sun from his 
eyes, II. 790. 


Madhava Mukunda, III. 177. 

Madhura-jalarnava, III. 92. 

Madhu-vidyà, II. 640; import of, I. 193. 

Madhva-mukha-mardana, & work of 
Nimbàrka, III. 12. 

Madhyamikas, doctrine of, I. 349; 
refutation of views of, I. 367. 

Mágha, month in which Srinivasa was 
born, III. 67. 

Mahābhārata, story of Mátanga in, 
I. 377. 

Mahé-narayana, II. 603. 

Mahar-loka, inhabited by Bhrgu and 
other saints, III. 93. 

Maheévaras, doctrine of, I. 376, 379. 

Majestic, Brahman as such, II. 566. 

Man, destiny of, III. 142. 

Manana, III. 115. 

Mandala-vidya, II. 615. 

Mandukya-Upanisad, II. 528. 

Manu, II. 630. 

Mátanga, story of, I. 377. 

Matter, difference between world 
Brahman and world of, I. 120. 

Maya, hindrance to salvation, I. 12; 
doctrine of, I. 377. 

Màyà-vàda, criticism of, III. 167. 

Meditation, three kinds of, I. 88; going 
to Brahman through, II. 630; diver- 
sity of, II. 702; four ends of men 
arising from, II. 714; carried on in & 
sitting posture, II. 793; continuance 
of it until death, II. 794; the mode of, 
ITI. 60; posture of, III. 50; place of, 
III. 50; time of, fruits of, kinds of, 
III. 51; three kinds of, III. 52; 
adhikarins of, III. 53; Br&hmanas 
living the life of, II. 722. 

Mind, origin of knowledge and, I. 404; 
purified through the mutterings of 
prayers giving rise to knowledge, 
II. 766; relation between food and, 
I. 473. 

Moksa, doctrine of Nimbarka of, 
III. 43; virodhins to, III. 58; Deva- 
cārya’s views of, III. 113; Sundara- 
bhatta’s views of, III. 116; Hari- 
vyüsadeva's views of, III. 138; views 
of Nimbarka compared with those 
of Bhaskara of, III. 195; Baladeva’s 
views compared with Nimbárka's 
on, III. 231. 

Moksadharma, difference between 
spheres of Brahman and matter in, 
I. 120. 

Moon, resort of people performing sacri- 
fices, II. 494; soul attaining, II. 495. 
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Mukundamahimá-stava, a work of 

Purusottamaprasada, III. 175. 
Mukundaéaranamantra, III. 256. 
Mundaka, II. 690. 


Naciketas, dialogue between Yama and, 
I. 107ff., 222ff.; reference to, II. 775. 

Naimiséranya, III. 6. 

Naisthika, meaning and duty of, 
I. 118f. 

Naisthika-brahmacarin, Nimbürkalead- 
ing the life of, III. 6. 

Name and form, evolution of, I. 470ff. 

Nanda, III. 276. 

Narada, Nimbarke's guru but a tradi- 
tional figure, III. 5; Nimbarka call- 
ing him his guru to show the anti- 
quity of his own doctrine as well as 
to glorify it, III. 6; reference to, ITI. 
016. 

N&ràyanaprasáda, father of Puru- 
sottamaprasada (II), III. 174. 


Nàr&yana-Sarovara, III. 6. 


Nididhyasana, III. 115. 

Nigada, a treatise on Veda by Srini - 
vasacirya, III. 66. 

Nilakantha, II. 665. 

Nimbàrka, author of Vedünta-párijáta- 
saurabh I. 3ff.; interpretation of 

rutatvat according to, I. 53 fn.; re- 
ference to, II. 491. 

Nirapeksa devotee, never deviating 
from his vow and entering worldly 
life, II. 760; attaining knowledge 
through the special grace of Lord, 
II. 756. 

Nirguna-vada, criticism of, III. 77. 

Nirrti, & religious student deviating 
from vow of chastity sacrificing an 
ass to, II. 761. 

Nirviéesa-vüda, criticism of, III. 77, 
124, 143. 

Niyamananda, always referred to as 
such by his followers, ITI. 3. 

Nrsimha-jayanti-vrata, ITI. 274. 


Pada-nyasa, III. 267. 
Pancadhati-stotram, a work of Viśvā- 
carya, III. 69. 
Paficadhyay! treatise, composed by 
Pasupati, I. 376. 
Paficágni-vidyà, II. 579. 
Paficaratra doctrine, 
I. 383. 
Paiica - Samskara - pr&màna - vidhi, a 
work of Nimbarka, ITI. 12. 
Pajicikarana, III. 91, 93. 
Para-paksagiri-vajra, III. 177. 
ParaSara, father of Vyasa, I. 2; II. 492. 
Parna-wood, II. 670; II. 716. 


criticism of, 


308 


Paéupati, doctrine of, I. 376; body 
and sense organs of, I. 379; finitude 
and non-omniscience on the part of, 
I. 381; relation between Pradhána 
etc. and, I. 378. 

Paurnamaaa, II. 699. 

Paficajanya, III. 66. 

Pāñcālas, II. 497. 

Páéüpata vow, people practising this 
vow atteining salvation, II. 773. 

Perception, external objects and, 
I. 362, 365. 

Person, supremacy of the, IT. 602. 

Personal God, III. 18. 

Pitha-nyasa, III. 267. 

Plakse, III. 92. 

Plenty, desire for enquiry into the, 
II. 702. 

Points of dissimilarity, between 
Nimbárka and Bhàskare, III. 251; 
between Nimbarka and Srikantha, 
III. 252; between Nimbárka and 
Baladeva, III. 264; between Nim- 
barka and Rámánuja, III. 249. 

Points of similarity, between Nim- 
barka and Ramanuja, III. 250; 
between Nünbáürka and Baladeva, 

II. 255; between Nimbarka and 
rikantha, III. 253; between Nim- 
barka and Bhaskara, ITI. 252. 

Pradhana, doctrine „of causality of, 
I. 325; common cause of world and, 
I. 326; cause of creation, I. 376; dis- 
tinct from ‘Invisible Imperishable’ 
and the rest, I.127; difference 
between self and, I. 42; distinct 
from‘ Inner controller’, I. 124; trans- 
formation of, 1.331; meaning and 
nature of, I. 42; doctrine of, I. 41; 
distinct from cause of the world, 
I. 41; scriptural mention of, I. 212; 
knowability of, I. 220; ‘unmanifest’ 
as attribute of, I. 217, 220; depen- 
dence of, I. 218; doctrine of, T. 282; 
similer of body with reference to, 
I. 213; 'Imperishable' distinct from, 
I. 150; 'support of heaven, earth', 
etc. distinct from, I. 143; transforma- 
tion of, I. 308; non-dependence of, 
I. 330; absence of purpose for 
activity on part*of, I. 332; parts of, 
I.313; impossibility of activity on 
the part of, I.328; impossibility 
arrangement of objects to be created 
on the part of, I. 325; motion of, 
I. 333; objects of inference, I. 146; 
absence of power of being a knower 
on the part of, I. 336; impossibility 
of being preponderant on the part 
of, I. 385. 
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Pradyumna, origin of, I. 383; III. 75. 

Prajápati, doctrine of ‘Small one’ 
teught by, I. 170; creation of, I. 183; 
sense-organs created by, I. 468; II, 
508; gods and demons offspring of, 
II. 585. 

Prakrti, distinct from 'Unborn one', 
I. 226; reasons for existence of, 
I. 326; proximity between Purusa 
and, I. 334. 

Pralaya, meaning of, I. 188. 

Pranava, II. 588. 

Prapatti, adhikàrins of, III. 55; general 
nature and factors of, III. 54. 

Prapatti-yoga, III. 103. 

Prastáva, meaning of, I. 73. 

Prastotr, meaning of, I. 73. 

Pratardana-vidyá, I.81; teaching of 
Indra to, I. 81. 

Pratibimba-vada, criticism of, III. 84, 
126; Purusottamaprasáda's (I) cri- 
ticism of, III. 157. 

Pravahana, the King, II. 477. 

Prayaja, II. 715. 

Pracinaéala, II. 699. 

Prakrta, discussion on, 111. 88; twenty- 
four principles of, IIT. 90. 

Prana, difference between apana and, 
I. 76; having five different modes, 
IIT, 90. 

Prana-vidya, II. 702. 

Pranagni-hotr, II. 665. 
Praérabdha-Karmas, destruction of it 
through the grace of vidya, II. 804. 
Pratah-Smaranastotra, » work of 

Nimbarka, ITI. 11. 

Primary Inner Soul, II. 657. 

Puradas, II. 645. 

Purity of life, depending on the 
purity of food, II. 747. 

Purusa, connexion betweon sakti and, 
I. 383, proximity of Prakrti to, 334; 

Puruga and Prakrti, Samkhya view of, 
I. 242; Samkhya interpretation of, 
I. 326; mover of Pradhana, I. 334; 
sense organ of, I. 383. 

Purusottamaprasáda Vaisnava (I), III. 
140. 

Purusottamaprasáda 
III. 174. 

Purva-mimamsaé, pre-requisite to the 
study of, I. 5, 19; I1. 678; ILI. 49. 

Piurva-tantra, II. 576; meaning of tho 
Veda attainable by investigation into 
the, II. 724. 


Vaisnava (II), 


Rahasys-mimamsa, a book written by 
Nimbarka, III. 11. 

Raikva, sage, I. 197f. 

Rathotsava, III. 274. 
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Raurava, II. 492. 

Rāmānuja, enquiry into Brahman 
according to, I. 19ff.; interpretation 
of‘ gati’ according to, I. 52; reference 
to, II. 491. 

Rànàyaniyas, II. 616. 

Reals, trinity of, III. 71. 

Reality, three kinds of, I. 11ff. 

Release, meditation on Lord as having 
a form also leading. to, II. 611; 
meditation leading to, II. 666. 

Religion, Ràmàánuja's system on it 
more intellectual while that of 
Nimbarka more devotional, III. 181. 

Religious duties, enquiries into, I. 5. 

Retah-sig-yoga, IT. 504. 

Rituals, discourse on, III. 248. 

Rsyüdi-nyàsa, III. 267. 


‘Sa’, meaning Lord, II. 660. 

Sacred Mantra, person entitled to, 
III. 122. 

Sad-vidya, II. 651. 

Saguna, II. 577. 

Saiva, III. 42; refutation of views of, 

. I. 376. 

Sakti, doctrine of causality of, I. 382; 
origin of universe of, I. 382; con- 
nexion between purusa and, I. 383; 
existence of intelligence, etc. in, 
I. 384; reference to, II. 644; III. 
42. 

Salvation, attainment of, I. 10; mean- 
ing of, I.11; means to, I. 222; 
man performing in a disinterested 
and unselfish spirit attaining, III. 
279; dhyana most direct and imme- 
diate cause of, III. 114; grace of 
Lord an essential prerequisite of, 
III. 115; obstacles preventing one 
from attaining, III. 58; attainable 
after the destruction of earthly body, 
III. 195; direct and indirect means 
to, II. 673; vidyà alone being the 
cause of, II. 683; vidya alone leading 
to, II. 740; no use of combination of 
vidyé and karmas for leading to, 
II. 740; no fixed rule for attaining, 
II. 774; meaning attainment of 
similarity with Lord, II. 780; com- 
plete faith in scripture and spiritual 
teacher essential on the part of men 
desiring, III. 57. 

Samácàra, II. 581. 

Samkara, enquiry into Brahman ac- 
cording to, 1.18; reference to, 
II. 491. 

Samkarsana, origin of, I.383, 385; 
reference to, IIT. 76. 

Sa&mpáta, meaning work, II. 485. 


Samsara, 
320. 

Samvargavidyà, meaning of, I. 78. 

Samvyoma, II. 656. 

Samyadv&ma, meaning of, I. 113. 

Sanatkumara, II. 711. 

Sankhavatara, III. 66. 

Sannyésin, meaning and duty of, 

I. 117. 

Sarasvati, according to one account 

the mother’s name of Nimbarka, 

ITT. 2. 

Sariraka-mimamsa, III. 504. 

Sarva-gataétma-vada, criticism of, III. 
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beginninglessness of, I. 


Sataudana, II. 581. 
Sattva-traividhya-vada, criticism of, 
III. 168. 
Satya-loka, abode of Brahma, III. 93. 
Saunaka-kaipeya, Brahmana, I. 199. 
Saunaka, the view that knowledge of 
the soul not created by the removal 
of faults upheld by, IT. 861. 
Savisesa-nirvisesa-Sri-Krsna-Stavaraja, 
a hymn of twenty-five verses com- 
posed by Nimbarka, III. 10. 
Sautrantikas, doctrine of, I. 349, 311. 
Sayanotsava, III. 274. 
'S&', meaning vidy&, meaning pará- 
Sakti of the Lord, II. 660. 
Sadhanas, views of Nimbarka com- 
pared with those of Bhaskara’s on, 
III. 196; Purusottamaprasáda's (I) 
views on, III. 142; saha-karins to, 
III. 57; each of them leading to 
salvation in its own way, III. 61; 
Harivyasadeva’s views on, III. 139; 
Devacarya’s views on, III. 114; 
variety of, IIT. 100. 
Saktas, refutation of views of, I. 382. 
Saémkhyas, salvation according to, 
I. 220; principles of, I. 234; relation 
between Brahman and world ac- 
cording to, 1.282; doctrine of 
causality according to, I. 308; doc- 
trine of creation according to, I. 326; 
inconsistencies in, I. 337. 
Samkhya-Snyti, refutation of, I. 232; 
$ refutation of views of, I. 267. 
S&ámkhya view of creation, accepted by 
Nimbarka, III. 40. 
Sampradayikas, one kind of Vaignava, 
, III. 256. 
Sandilya, II. 609. 
Sandilya-vidya, II. 640-42. 
ürlraka-mimümsá, composed by 
Vy&sa, son of Parāśara, I. 2; re- 
ference to, II. 573. 
Sastra-yoni, interpretation of, I. 28. 
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Sastra, significance of, I. 78. 

Scripture, source of Brahman, I. 27; 
nothing but the product of mature 
reflection and stained thinking of 
inspired prophets and sages, IIT. 26. 

Sect, succession list of the high priests 
of the, III. 67. 

Self, ‘Seeing’ as attribute of, I. 41; 
Pradhana differing from, I. 42. 

Self-surrender, generating devotion, 
IIT. 61. 

Sense-organs, origin of, I. 450; number 
of, I.455; atomicity of, I.457; 
activity of, I. 464; difference bet- 
ween vital-breath and, I. 468; 
having unity with mind, TI. 809. 

Setu-bandha, ITI. 6. 

Siddhas, meaning and attributes of, 
I. 373. 

Siddhànta-jáhnavi, a work of Deva- 
cárya, III. 108. 

isya, qualifications of, IIT. 118. 

Slayer of himself, no expiation purify- 
ing the man slaying himself, IT. 752. 

Smrti, ‘non-contradiction of scripture 
and, II. 639. 

Soma, the sacrificing of animals to, 
II. 503; the king, II.:477, 482. 

Soul, real nature of, I. 12; doctrine of 
size of, I.373; specification of, 
I. 110; different from ‘Inner con- 
troller’, T. 128; doctrine of parta of, 
I.374; remaining similar to the 
ether and the rest for short while, 
II. 501; attaining Brahman not 
subjected to rebirth, II. 883; de- 
pending on the fifth ablation for 
obtaining a body, TI. 405; composed 
of all the elements, II. 813; a self- 
conscious ego, TII. 28; has five 
stages, III. 30; essentially atomic in 
size and ever remaining so, ITI. 32: 
two classes in bondage, IIT. 34; 
knowledge by nature, 
knower, doer, enjoyer and dependent 
on nature, III. 84; atomic in size, 
IIT. 84; endless in number, III. 84; 
not the substratum of Ajfiana, III. 
146. 

Souls, infinite in nunaber, and of two 
kinds, III. 32; different kinds of, 
III. 84; plurality of, III. 87. 

Southern progress of the sun, dying 
when & knower attains Brahman, 
IT. 833. 

Speech, created by Brahman, I. 31. 

Srt, meaning the eternal consort of the 
Lord, II. 663. 

Srtbhatta, III. 132. 

Srigopála-mantra.nyàsa, III. 267. 
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Srikantha, enquiry into Brahman 
according to, I. 20f.; interpretation 
of ‘gati’ according to, I. 52. 


Srikrsna-sarandpatti-stotra of Sri. 
bhatta, III. 132. 

Srikrsna - carana - bhüsanastotra, hy 
Anantaráma, III. 179. 

S$ri-Mukunda-éaranüpáttistotra of 


Anantarama, III. 179. 

Sruty-anta-kalpavalli of Purugottama- 
pras&áda Vaisnava (I), III. 140. 

rutyanta-sura-druma of Purusottama- 
prasada (IT), III. 174. 

ruti-siddhanta-ratnamalé of Ananta- 
rama, III. 179. 

Stava-paficaka-máhatmya of Srinivàsa, 
III. 68. 

Subtle body, disappearance of, II. 637; 
disappearing only when the soul 
attains the Supreme Brahman, II. 
637. 

Sudarsana, a name of Nimbarka, 
III. 3. See also Aruni. 

Südras, rights to Brahmavidya on the 
part of, I. 194f.; prohibition for, 
I. 203. 

Sulabha, female mendicant, I. 196 fn. 

Sundarabhatta, III. 115. 

Supreme soul, controller of the soul, 

, II. 512. 

Supreme Brahman, subjoct to no 
changes unlike individual souls, 
II. 543; designated a bridge, II. 561; 
meaning the self consisting of bliss, 
II. 604. 

Supreme Deity, Visnu as such, III. 73. 

Surárnava, III. 92. 

Suryaputri or Yamuna, III. 2. 

Svabhavika-bhedabhedavada 
Visistadvaita-vada, III. 180; and 
Aupadhika-Bhedabheda-vada, III. 
182; and Viégista-Sivadvaita-vada, 
III. 201; and Acintya-Bhedabheda- 
vada, ITI. 215. 

Svanistha, devotion of, IT. 589. 

Svar-loka, extending from the orb of 

. the sun up to the Dhruva, III. 92. 

Svetaketu, reference to the story of, 
I. 473 fn. 

Sveta4vataras, IT. 793. 

SvetaSvatara Upanisad, doctrine of 
causality according to, I. 26. 


and 
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Tad-bháva-bh&vitvàt, interpretation 
of, I. 408. 

Tad-daréanát, interpretation of, I. 423. 

Taittiriya Upanisad, four sheaths 
mentioned in, I. 55f. 

Tal-lingat, explanation of, I. 405. 
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Tapoloka, abode of deified vairagins, 
ITT. 92. 

Tattvamasi, interpretation of, III. 100. 

Tattva-nyasa, III. 267. 

Tattva-siddhanta-bindu, 
Anantarama, III. 179. 

Telinga, birth-place of Nimbarka, 
III. 1. 

Time, nature of, I. 16. 

Trivikrama, epithet of Vignu, I. 178. 

Tuccha, Purusottamaprasáda (I) de- 
signating Brahman as such, ITI. 144. 


a work of 


Udgitha, meditation mentioned in the 
Chandogya different from that men- 
tioned in the Vajasaneyaka, II. 592. 

Uktah, meaning of, I. 77 fn. 


Uma, II. 665. 
Unborn one, discussion about, I. 
226ff. 


Universe,  pre-existent, nature of, 
I. 296; recurrence of, I. 187ff.; com- 
mon cause of, I. 326ff.; not a part 
actually cut off from Brahman, 
III^92; a transformation of Brahma, 
III. 19; generated by perception 
only, III. 171. 

Upakoéala-vidyà, II. 639, 201. 

Upanisads, difference in respect of 
subject matter between Vedanta- 
Sütras and, I. 9 fn.; three in number 
according to Srikantha, two in 
number, according to Nimbarka, 
II. 663. 

Upadhi, Samkara’s doctrine of I. 43; 
sense of, I. 427; doctrine of, I. 443. 
Upàásanüs, various kinds of, III. 199, 

213. 

Usasta, answer to the question of, 

II. 647. 


Vaibhasikas, doctrine of, I. 349, 361. 
Vaisakha, II. 2. See Kartika. 
Vaisesikas, refutation of cause-effect 
theory of, I. 288; doctrine of cause 
and effect according to, I. 288; 
doctrine of causality of, I. 338; 
refutation of views of, I. 338. 
Vaiáesika theory, reasons for unten. 
ability of, I. 338. 
Vaisnava religion, Nimbarka believed 
to be born to preach, III. 1. 
Vaiévanara, meditation on the, II. 699. 
Vaiévünara-vidyà, II. 576; II. 641. 
Vai$vánara, meaning of, I. 132. 
Vaisáyarüpa, same as Viávarüpu, I. 320. 
Vajasaneyaka, II. 576, 584, 661. 
i MN great grandson of Krsna, 
III. 67. 


311 


Vümadeva, knower like him taking 
rebirth, II. 777. 

Vanamali Misra, III. 178. 

Vanaprastha, meaning and duty of, 
I. 117., 

Varna-nyasa, II. 267. 

Varuna, II. 89; placed above lightning, 
II. 841. 

VaSistha, devouring of hundred sons 
of, II. 644; power of cow of, I. 311. 

Vasudeva, Lord, II. 509; I. 383, 385. 
same as Brahman, I. 18; III. 275, 75, 

Vayu, Aditya, ASvini, Varuna, pre- 
siding deities of organ of knowledge, 
III. 89. 

Veda, six parts of, I. 1; five kinds of 
texts included in, I. 35. 

Vedanta, pre-requisite to study of, 
I. 5, 19; departure taking place 
through a special view of the 
knower of, IT. 829. 

Vedanta-Karikévali, a work of Sri- 
nivasa, IIT, 68. 

Vedünta-Kaustubha, composed by 
Srinivasa, I. 3; III. 67. 

Vedünta-Kaustubha, origin of Brah- 
man according to, I. 23. 

Vedánta-pàrijáta-Saurabha, composed 
by Nimbarka, I.1; a short com- 
mentary on  Brahma-Sütras by 
Nimbarka, III. 8. 

Vedainta-mala, a work of Anantaráma, 
TII. 178. 

Vedànta-sara-padya-malà, & work of 
Anantarama, III. 179. 

Vedanta-siddhanta-Samgraha, III. 178 

Vedánta-tattva-bodha, a work of 
Anantaréma, III. 178; a work of 
Nimbarka, IIT. 12. 

Vedantins, transformation of Brahman 
according to, 1.308; reasons for 
refuting views of opponents adduced 
by, I. 325. 

Vedas, eternity of, I. 186; origin and 
nature of, I. 189; seeking to teach 
Brahman as all of them enjoin 
meditation on Brahman, II. 577. 

Vidura, son of Vyasa, I. 196. 

Vidyé, destruction of prarabdha- 
karmas by, II.727; nature of, 
III. 40; adhik&rins of, III. 48; the 
rise of, III. 50; teaching of, I. 363. 

Viraja, II, 628. 

ViSist&ádvaita-vüda, criticism of, III. 
173. 

Visnu-mantra, various kinds of, III. 
256. 

Visvacarya, 
III. 67. 

Visvamitra, II. 644. 


disciple of Srinivàea, 


Vital-breath, Brahman denoted by, 
I. 81, 205; significance of, I. 152; 
characteristic mark of, I. 246; view 
of Jaimini regarding, I. 247; origin 
of, I. 458; air and function of sense- 
organs in relation to, I. 459; nature 
of, 1..459; five modes of, I. 460, 463; 
atomicity of, I.464; difference 
between sense-organs and, I. 468; 
evolute of water, I. 473. 

Vivarta-vada, criticism of, III. 96; 
neither reason nor scripture sup- 
porting, III. 97; criticism of, III. 
127. 

Vivasvat, son of, II. 490. 

Void, criticism of doctrine of, I. 367. 

Vrndávana, believed to be the birth- 
place of Nimbarka, III. 2. 

Vyasa, author of Brahma-Sastras, I. 2, 

Vyüsita, dialogue between Jaigisa and, 
I. 120. 


Water, origin of, 1.398f.; consisting 
of three elements, II. 477; bodies 
generating from, II. 496; dress of 
vital.bresth, II. 667; one of the 
ive elements first created by God, 

. 93. 


Whole, meditation on the, II. 701. 

Works, making knowledge direct cause 
of the destruction of, II. 631; no 
time at the disposal of a parinistha 
devotee for performing ordinary, 
II. 736. : 

World, cause of, I. 315ff.; Brahman 
creating it out of fullness of His 
nature, III.20; not absolutely 
separate and different from Brahman 
ILI. 22; fourteen in number, III. 92; 
not generated by perception, III. 
173. 


Yama, Naciketà instructed by, I. 
107ff.; Naciketas taught by, I. 
22211.; reference to, II. 490. 

YXa$odà, III. 275. 

Yajiias, five kinds of, III. 257. 

Yajfiavalkya, Maitreyl taught about 
soul by, I. 252; reference to, II. 646, 
823. 

Yogins, II. 546. 

Yoga-Smpti, refutation of, 1.273f,. 
refutation of views of, I. 273f. 

Yog&ücüra, refutations of doctrine of, 
I. 362ff.; doctrine of, I. 349. 


